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COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

INEE ODUCT ION. 

HE first intimation of the existence of a Christian church in 
Rome is furnished by the Roman epistle itself. Now, since 

the epistle supplies no explicit details as to the origin and founding 
of the church ; since, also, the account contained in the Acts, ch. 

xxviil., of Paul’s first visit to Rome, as well as the Pauline epistles 

written during the Roman imprisonment, passes by this subject 
in silence, while the later statements of ecclesiastical writers are 

demonstrably untenable, the history of the rise of the Roman 
church is enveloped in an obscurity which can only be relieved 
by resorting to probable conjectures. According to Acts ii. 10, 
there were present at the first Pentecost in Jerusalem érvdnpodvtes 
“Papaior, advenae Romani, who listened to the testimony of Peter's 

first apostolic discourse, the fundamental fact of church history. 
Of these Roman Jews or proselytes, gathered in the Jewish 
metropolis to observe the feast, some possibly belonged to the 
three thousand who were added on that day, and who, returning 
to Rome, bore with them and transplanted into western soil the 
first germs of the gospel. Later also additional seed-corn might 
be brought over, since even at an earlier period still, considering 
the active and universal intercourse which Rome maintained in 
that age, the uninterrupted union subsisting between the Roman 
synagogue and the temple of Jerusalem; and the frequent journeys 
of Roman Jews on trade and pilgrimage to and from Jerusalem, 
news of the appearance of Israel’s Messiah may have been 
carried to Rome, especially by Jewish Christians. This may be 
pronounced possible, not improbable, nay, probable in a high 
degree. But even if it were established beyond question, such 
a fact would in nowise suffice to account for the existence of an 

Puitipri, Rom, I. A 
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independent, well-compacted, organized church, such as the Roman 
epistle supposes. A sporadic lay testimony must be carefully 
distinguished from the express work of founding churches, which, 
according to all the statements of the New Testament, was carried 
on only by evangelical teachers, by the apostles or disciples and 
helpers connected with and dependent on apostles. 

The Romish tradition, whose formation we can trace step by 
step, names, as is well known, the Apostle Peter as founder of the 

Roman church. He is said to have come to Rome in the second 
year of the reign of the Emperor Claudius (42 A.p.), and to have 
been the first bishop there for five-and-twenty years before his 
death. But this is to be set down as a mere fable, rejected by 
Protestant theology on numerous and sufficient grounds,—a fable 
with which, apart from all else, the very existence as well as the 

substance of the Roman epistle stands in direct contradiction. 
If, according to Rom. xv. 20, it was Paul’s fundamental principle 

to preach the gospel only where Christ’s name was not yet named, 
in order not to build on another man’s foundation (2 Cor. x. 15, 16), 
then, supposing the Roman church to be Peter’s own creation and 
work, he would not, even before the composition of the Roman 
epistle, have often resolved to come to Rome in order to exercise 
there his apostolic office, Rom. i. 13, xv. 22; comp. Acts xix. 21. 
This resolve certainly he had not made before the time that 
he entered on European soil. But this took place about ten 
years after Peter, according to the fable referred to, made his 

appearance as apostle and bishop of the Romans. Since, then, 
from that period Paul could no longer, in harmony with his own 
fundamental principles, keep Rome in view as the goal of his 
apostolic toil, he could never have done so at all, and therefore in 
the passages cited must openly contradict either himself or the 
tomish fable. Even the composition of an epistle to serve 
instead of his personal toil must under such cireumstances appear 
to us inconceivable, especially of an epistle which in no way 
refers to or is influenced by Peter’s labour and teaching, either 
past or still going on, nay, of one which, in the numerous greet- 
ings of ch. xvi, that imply an intimate acquaintance with the 
teachers and members of the Roman church, contains no greeting 
for bishop Peter, who, according to the fable, was then resident 
in Rome. If, then, Peter did not found the Roman church 
(another question, nowise dependent on this, is, Whether at a 
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later time he came to Rome and there died a martyr’s death 2), 

no other apostle founded it, because no other is mentioned in 

history, and whatever reason tells against its founding by Peter 

tells against its founding by any other. 
But, next, it must be admitted as exceedingly probable that the 

evangelical teachers who gathered together the scattered Christians 

already existing in Rome, added to their number by preaching 

the gospel, established a formally organized Christian church, and 
took it under their direction and care, and who are therefore to be 

regarded as the real founders of the Roman church, were disciples 
of the Apostle Paul. It is only natural that the church of the 
Gentile capital—Rome—should owe its existence, indirectly at 
least, to the labours of the Gentile apostle. To him the founding 
of the first Christian church in Europe was entrusted as a fore- 
most object of his peculiar mission labour. Accordingly, by 
means of his disciples and helpers he transplanted a branch of 
this labour of his to Rome, while to the rest of the apostles, and 
hence to the apostolic men associated with them, the Gentile 
world, like the European field of toil, was foreign ground. 

In the Roman epistle itself are some not insignificant items 
that support this view. On this supposition the sending of the 
epistle is most easily explained, since Paul thus entered on another 
mans labour in the least degree. Nay, he must have felt himself 
called upon to affix his apostolic seal to that faith of the Roman 
church which was the fruit of his spiritual influence, and thus 
by a systematic exposition of evangelical doctrine found the church 
in a certain sense over again. Indeed, it may be said that if the 
other Gentile churches enjoyed the privilege of institution by the 
apostle’s personal presence and preaching, the Roman church 
received a full equivalent for this in the contents and significance 
of the epistle addressed to it, which was, as it were, a supple- 
mentary charter of institution. The church, then, that is really 

and truly based upon the apostolic doctrine contained in the 
Roman epistle may call itself the genuine Roman church with 
greater justice than the one that relies upon the fabled insti- 
tution by Peter in person. Moreover, it is probable that in the 
sixteenth chapter—in Aquila and Priscilla, who held a church 

_ assembly in their house, in Epaenetus the drapy tis “Acias, in 
Andronicus and Junias the cuvvatyparorous of Paul (in addition 
to the doubly significant éwicnpos év tots amoctoNous), in Urbanus 
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the apostle’s cuvvepyos—we have a list of persons who, as former 
disciples and helpers of Paul, stood at that time in special esteem 
in Rome as directors and leaders of the church, and who therefore 

without doubt had taken a prominent part in the actual founding 
of the church. Ch. xvi. 17 also, which expresses approval of 
the doctrine they have received, and guards it against the efforts 
of Judaistic false teachers, intimates the Pauline character of the 

doctrine lying originally at the foundation of the Roman church. 
Comp. also Meyer’s Comment. on Ep. to Rom. I. p. 24. 

As concerns the composition of the Roman church, it is certain 
that, like probably all Christian churches outside Palestine, it 
was made up in part of Jewish, in part of Gentile Christians. 
Only in allusion to Jewish Christians could Paul, iv. 1, describe 
Abraham as Tov vatépa auov, and the tendency characterized, 

ch. xiv., points decisively to Judaistic scrupulosity and prejudice. 
But in xi. 13, 25, 28, 30, Gentile Christians are expressly 

addressed, while from xv. 7 ff. it follows that the church was 

composed of both elements. In the same way it may be con- 
jectured as matter of course that the number of Gentile Christians 
preponderated ; for this may be set down as the ordinary, if not 
the invariable condition of Christian churches in Gentile lands, 

where probably the churches consisted altogether or principally 
of Gentile Christians, but seldom altogether, or even in a pre- 
ponderant degree, of Jewish Christians. That no other relation 
obtained in Rome, follows from ch. ix.—xi. of this epistle; for 
certainly it would have seemed very strange to the Roman church 
for the apostle to have described believing Israelites as a Xetwpa 

kat €koyiv xaptTos, in contrast with the abounding numbers of 
believers of Gentile race, if the opposite relation had obtained 
before their eyes and in their midst. But in fact the majority of 
Gentile Christians in Rome was so decisive, that Paul, designating 

the church a parte potiori, could directly address it as a church of 
believers of the Gentile world, as he does, i. 5, 6, 13-15 (comp. 

the comment on these passages). In the same way he says, xv. 

15, 16, he has written as Nevtoupyds "Inood Xpiotovd eis Ta eOvy. 

(Comp. Neander, Planting of Christian Church, etc., I. 280 ff.) 
A confirmation of the view now advanced may also be found 

in Acts xxviii. 16 ff.; for the want of acquaintance which the 
leaders of Roman Judaism there manifest with regard to the 
existence of a Christian church in Rome, goes to show that but 
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few Jews had attached themselves to the new doctrine and com- 
munity. Still, although this was, comparatively speaking, the 
case, we are compelled to suppose the numbers of the church 
considerable enough, especially taking into account the extent 
and importance it had attained at the time when the Roman 
epistle was despatched (i. 8, xvi. 19), to make it inconceivable 
that the Roman Jews could be in a state of entire ignorance as 
to the existence of a Christian church within the walls of their 
own city. We must therefore examine somewhat more closely 
the difficulty confronting us here. 

The hypothesis of Olshausen (p. 44 ff. of his Commentary) is 
to the effect that the Roman Jewish Christians had been led by 
the persecution of the Jews under the Emperor Claudius to 
accentuate plainly and strongly the distinction between themselves 
and the Jews, so that in consequence of this anti-Judaistic, 
strongly Pauline tendency they had entirely dissolved their con- 
nection with the synagogue, and in this way remained altogether 
unknown to the Jews who subsequently returned to Rome after 
the abrogation of the decree. But this has found no favour, as 
a conjecture with nothing to recommend it, and insufficiently 
supported by proof. The tendency of the Jewish Christians in 
Rome, as this is presented to us ch. xiv., cannot be reconciled 
with this opinion. 

According to the old conception, to which Tholuck has re- 
turned (in the previous editions, no longer in the fifth), the 
TpOTot TOV Iovdaiwy are supposed merely to have assumed this 
want of acquaintance with the Roman Christian church hypo- 
critically, and to have grossly deceived Paul in shameful fashion, 
in order more effectually to draw out his views. But the text of 
the Acts gives no countenance whatever to such a supposition. 
For even if the Jews in Rome were constantly hearing news of 
the famous, or, according to their notions, infamous Gentile 

Apostle Paul, it was still possible for them to say with truth: 
‘“Hyeis ove ypdppata tept cod édcEdueOa aro tis “Iovdaias, 
OUTE TrapayevomEvos TIS THY AdEAPOV amHyyerrev 7) EXGANTE TE 
mept cod trovnpoy, ver. 21. This refers only to an official letter 
from the Jewish community in Palestine, and to information 
brought by Jewish travellers to Rome respecting the recent events 
in Jerusalem and Caesarea. As Paul began his voyage far on in 
autumn, after the shipwreck wintered in Malta, and then, with 
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the reopening of the spring voyaging season, arrived at Rome, it 
might easily happen that he even anticipated the evil tidings 
about him, which we may presume would be sent from Palestine. 

Greater difficulty arises in connection with the words of the 
Jewish proceres, ver. 22: "Afwdpuev S€ mapa cov axovoa, say 
they: & dpoveis: meph pev yap Tihs aipécews ta’tTns yvwortov eat 
Hiv, OTL TavTaxyod avTiAeyeTat. But here also the existence of 
this sect in Rome, and its being known to the synagogue leaders, 
are not directly denied and precluded. Meyer very justly ob- 
serves (I. 27 of his Commentary) that the Jewish leaders exer- 
cising judicial reserve simply have no inducement, without 
special cause, to speak before the strange prisoner as to the 
position of the Christian body which existed in Rome itself. 
With him agrees Tholuck, § 2, p. 13. But we believe that the 

reasons of this reserve may be specified more definitely. As is 
well known, Suetonius says, in his life of Claudius, ¢. 25: 
“ Judaeos impulsore Chresto assidue tumultuantes.” This seems 
to allude to disputes between Jews and Christians as to whether 
Jesus should be acknowledged as the Messiah. But even sup- 
posing only the commotions to be meant which were occasioned 
by the Messianic expectations of the Jews (although both views 
may be combined, since the Jews, excited by their political 
Messianic ideas, and thus become objects of suspicion to the 
Roman authorities, might easily allow themselves to be carried 
away to fierce disputes and persecutions of the Jewish Christians, 
on account of the latter interpreting the promises of the new 
King David in a spiritual sense, and applying them to Jesus), in 
any case the severity of the imperial decree of banishment must 
after their return have cooled their zeal, and rendered them more 

cautious and reserved in publishing both their own Messianic 
hopes and the difference on this subject of their own faith from 
that of Christians. Hence we find that when Paul, directly after 
that interview with the leaders, preaches the gospel to the 
Roman Jews who came to him in his own dwelling, and declares 
to unbelievers, with menacing severity, that the salvation of God 
would pass over to the Gentiles, the Jews do not, as at other 
times (Acts xxii. 21, 22), rise with passionate outcries against 
language so intolerable to them, but go away in peace and quiet: 
Kal TavTa avTod eitovTos, it is said, ver. 29: amAAOov of “Iovdator, 
ToAMp ExovTEs ev EauTOts ousytycw. 
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On the present occasion, then, the prot tay *Iovdalwv behave 
to Paul in harmony with these circumstances. They believe they 
must be the more cautious, as the apostle complains to them of 
the injustice done him by their Palestinian brethren, and informs 
them that the Roman procurator was desirous to acquit him, but 
the obstinacy of the Jews had’ compelled him to appeal to 
Caesar, vv. 17-19. Finding themselves without information 
from Palestine, and fearing, possibly, that the Jews there had 
gone too far, and that Paul, the supposed foe of the Jews, might 
easily turn the incident to the injury of the Jewish interest (on 
which account he even deems it necessary expressly to assure 
them that he had not appealed to Caesar.as having an accusation 
to bring against his nation, ver. 19, an assurance which might 
easily augment their suspicion still further), they thought it 
most prudent for the present to treat him with forbearance, and 
cautiously draw out further explanations as to their own relation 
to the Christian sect. They say what is true; they had received 
no special and explicit accounts respecting him and the events 
mentioned by him, and they knew that the Christian sect was 
everywhere spoken against. They go so far as to appoint him a 
day when he is to expound his doctrine to their companions in 
faith at greater length. But they pass over in silence—what 
they do not deem it necessary and prudent to speak of—their 
own views as to the Christian faith, as well as their attitude to 

the Roman Christian community, which, moreover, from fear of 

the Roman authorities, was not one of outward hostility.’ In 
this way, in our judgment, the account of the Acts may be 
brought into perfect harmony with the Roman epistle, and no 
real discrepancy exists which can be used to throw suspicion on 
the credibility of the Acts, or of ulterior conclusions. 

1 Meyer supposes there is no need of our supposition, that the Jewish proceres were 
made more timid and reserved by the Claudian measure. But it seems to us that 
without some motive arising from without, the restraint put on the hate inflaming 
the hearts of the Jews against the gospel, cannot well be reconciled with the character 
of the Jewish leaders of the apostolic age. The idea that the Chrestus of Suetonius 
was a Jewish rebel in Rome, who actually bore this name, by which the historical 

basis of our hypothesis is said to be taken away, far better deserves to be called a 
mere fanciful assumption, than that, so constantly held and so naturally suggested, 
of the identity of Chrestus and ieetak: Besides, if there had been a rebel Chrestas, 
who incited the Jews to an assidue tumultuari, would nothing further be known of 
him in history? Moreover, in conformity with all the historical circumstances, he 
could be nothing but a false Messiah. 
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As concerns the time and place of the composition of the 
toman epistle, comparisons of passages in this epistle with 
passages in the Acts and Corinthian epistles lead to a certain, 
generally received result. According to Rom. xv. 25-28, Paul 
had just made a collection in Macedonia and Achaia for the poor 
Christian community in Jerusalem, and was about to take it 
there, and thence, after the task was finished, journey by way of 

Rome to Spain. We are thus remitted to Acts xix. 21 (comp. 
1 Cor. xvi. 1—7; 2 Cor. ix. 4, xii. 20—xiii. 2), where we read: 
ws O€ érAnpwoOn Tadta, Eero 6 Ilabdos ev TO trvevpart, dieAOov 
tv Maxedoviav Kal “Ayaiay rropeverOat eis ‘Tepovoadip, eimav’ 
"Ore peta TO yevéoGar pe exel, det pe Kal “Pony ideiv. This 
journey through Macedonia to Achaia, on which he entered after 
the tumult, excited in Ephesus by the goldsmith Demetrius, is 
narrated, Acts xx. 1, 2. According to ver. 3, he remained at 

that time three months in Achaia, and then entered on his last 

journey to Jerusalem (ver. 16). There awaited him, as he knew, 
plots, afflictions, and bonds, vv. 22, 23. With this agrees Rom. 

xv. 30, 31, where he requests the Romans to pray that he may 
be delivered from the hands of the unbelievers in Judaea. 
Without doubt, then, the writing of the Roman epistle falls 
within this last three months’ stay in Achaia, which took place 
during his third missionary journey. That he «should have 
written an epistle of such compass and such significance while 
he was actually engaged on the journey to Jerusalem, especially 
considering the haste with which the journey was performed, 
Acts xx. 16, is of itself exceedingly unlikely. In that case, too, 

he would probably have mentioned to the Romans, in the 
passage Rom. xv. 30, the plots which began directly on his 
setting out from Achaia, and which compelled him to change his 
route, Acts xx. 3. In the last place, he would scarcely on the 
journey itself have again expressed the confident hope of coming 
to Rome, seeing that, amid the presages echoing everywhere in 
the churches of persecutions and suffermgs awaiting him at 
Jerusalem, the prospect of doing this must ever have grown 
fainter and fainter, Acts xx. 23-25, xxi. 10-13. Now, if Paul 

wrote the Roman epistle before his departure for Jerusalem, 
during the last three months’ abode in Achaia, we are con- 
strained, on inquiring more closely into the place of composition, 
to fix our thoughts at once on Corinth, which city, according to 
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the passages quoted from the Corinthian epistles, Paul had 
selected for the longer term of residence during that period; and 
Corinth is indirectly pointed out as the place of composition 
by the Roman epistle itself. To this points the commendation 
of the deaconess Phoebe of Cenchrea the Corinthian port, and 
probably the bearer of the epistle, Rom. xvi. 1, as well as the 
ereeting from his host Gaius, xvi. 23, comp. with 1 Cor. i 14, 
and from Erastus the city treasurer, xvi. 23, comp. with Acts 
xix. 22, but especially with 2 Tim. iv. 20. This correct 
inference is drawn already in the subscription to the Roman 
epistle, which names Corinth as the place of composition. This 
being so, the year 58 or 59 a.D. may be fixed, according to the 
most likely computation, as the year of composition, about five 
or six years after Paul had begun his missionary exertions on 
European soil, and the Roman church by the labours of his 
disciples had reached a settled condition. Comp. also Wieseler, 
Chronologie des apostolischen Zeitalter, pp. 371-374. 

But, further, this was the most appropriate moment in the 
historical development of the life and official labours of Paul for 
sending an epistle to the Romans. His missionary activity in 
the east had reached its termination, Rom. xv. 19, 23. By 
bringing the loving gift of the Gentile Christians to the Jewish 

Christians of Palestine, he wished to cement and ratify the bond 
of the union which he had established between the Jewish and 
Gentile world by means of one and the same gospel. Then his 
purpose was to take the soil of the far west as his field of labour, 
ibid. ver. 24. Finding himself at this central point of his official 
activity, he felt the longing, as well as the need, to place himself 
in more direct association than before with the Roman. Christian 
church. The delicate tact with which love had endowed him, 

and which he displayed so surely and to such good purpose in 
all conditions of life, led him also to this step. He was next to 
show himself in Rome. This he could not do as a stranger, and 
personally unknown. He must first of all assure the church 
there, as he does at the beginning and close of his epistle, how 
much he bears them on his heart, how he long ago determined 
to visit them, and had only hitherto been hindered; for they 
might easily think it strange that the apostle of the Gentile 
world thus far seemed to take such little interest in them—the 
church of the metropolis of the Gentile world. He must prepare 
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their hearts to receive him, and this the more since he intended 

even now to spend but a short time with them. While, as 
already remarked, he did not regard his labour there as an 
intrusion on another’s office, Rome stood in less need of a long 
stay on his part, because there the light of the gospel was 
already set on a candlestick, and the fervour of his love and of 
his sacrificial zeal urged him to the far west—to Spain—in 
order to impart the blessings of the gospel above all to those to 
whom news of it had not yet come. Thus he desired to send on 
to the Romans an equivalent for a longer stay, which he supposed 
himself unable to grant them. 

But by these circumstances the contents of his epistle were 
already marked out. The epistle was to be a substitute for 
Paul’s personal preaching in Rome (comp. oni. 15). Hence it 
contains, as no other does, a systematic doctrinal exposition of 
the specifically Pauline gospel. As this gospel was revealed to 
him, the former Pharisee and zealot for the law, as deliverance 

from the yoke of the law, and by this very means as a breaking 
down of the wall of division which separated the Jewish and 
Gentile worlds, as a reconciliation, justification, and new creation 

of both into one body in Christ Jesus, so now, in the results of 
his practical official labours, it had approved itself such in his 
eyes. Standing at this great point of division in his labours, and 
glancing back over his peculiar experience hitherto,—an experi- 
ence the inward and outward aspects of which supported, carried 
on, and richly developed one the other,—if his object were to 
comprehend in one large general view that gospel of his which 
had been shaped in this way, he could exhibit it in no other form 
than the one lying before us in the Roman epistle. 

The absorption and elevation, as well of heathenism, which had 

no sanction of law, as of Judaism, which had such sanction, as 

inadequate manifestations of the religious life, into the gospel 
which brings justification and holiness, into Christianity as the 
absolute and all-sufficient form of religion,—this is the theme of 
his epistle, as he expounds it under every aspect, ch. i—viii. 
But this conception of the gospel was to be realized by degrees in 
historical fact, for the divine determination must inevitably find 
its fulfilment. Everything which might tend, in reference to the 
course of development hitherto, to disturb and dim this con- 
fidence, must nevertheless, in harmony with the lofty plan of the 
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God who holds in His hand the threads of history, and weaves 
them, not after the pattern of human, but after the paradeigma 
of divine wisdom, serve in the end the accomplishment of His 

original purpose of grace. The rejection of the gospel on the 
part of the people destined for its enjoyment paved the way for 
its transition to the Gentile world, whence, its mission there 

fulfilled, it was to return to Israel. Christianity, thus speaks 
this sacred and genuine philosophy of history, is the ideal, as it is 
the real goal, of all human progress. Its destiny is not merely to 
absorb into itself the Jewish and Gentile faiths, but also to draw 
to itself the Jewish and Gentile worlds. This is the purport of 
ch. ix.—xi.,) which chapters, therefore, are not to be regarded as an 
incidental “historical corollary” (Tholuck, de Wette), but con- 
stitute an essential, integral element in the exposition of the 
principal subject, which is thus unfolded as well in conformity 
with its ideal as its historical purport. 

A directly polemical aim against erroneous tendencies in the 
church is not to be supposed in this first dogmatic main division 
of the epistle. The contest waged everywhere is with Judaistic 
justification by works opposing itself to the doctrine of justifica- 
tion by God’s grace in Christ, whose representatives, in rhetorical 
fashion, are introduced and addressed in person, ii. 1 ff., 17 ff, 

ix. 19f. The contést is nowhere with Pharisaic Jewish Christians 
seeking to impose the Mosaic law on Gentile Christians as an 
essential means, along with faith in Christ, of justification. Thus 

the didactic Roman epistle stands in a similar relation to the 
polemic Galatian epistle, as the Ephesian to the Colossian epistle. 
The exhortation also to mutual forbearance, to spare and deal 
gently with the weak, contained (ch. xiv—xv. 13) in the second 
hortatory main division, beginning with ch. xii, suggests merely 
practical scrupulousness and perplexity on the part of the Jewish- 
Christian portion of the church, not at all an aggressive attitude of 
the same towards the Gentile Christians with a view to bring them 
into subjection to the Mosaic Nomos. We have here, then, merely 
an apostolic exhortation, similar to the one in 1 Cor. vill. and in 
x. 23-33 (Neander, I. 290), not a polemic corresponding to the 
one in the Galatian epistle. Ch. xvi. 17, 18 of this epistle indeed 
contains a positive allusion to Judaistic false teachers; but these 
had manifestly gained no footing in the church, which therefore 

1 Compare, however, the appendix to ch. xi. 



12 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

is simply warned against them, while the apostle speaks hopefully 
of its t7raxoz}, ver. 19, and anticipates a speedy breakdown of the 
attempt, ver. 20. Had these false teachers already exerted a 
baneful influence within the church, certainly the apostle would 
not have mentioned them in so cursory a way at the end of the 
epistle. But no doubt the positive exposition, which the dogmatic 
portion of the epistle gives as to the real nature of the gospel in 
relation to the Jewish legal standpoint, furnishes at the same 
time the surest bulwark against such attempts. Moreover, such 
a subordinate purpose is nowise precluded by the principal aim 
of the epistle. Rather is it not without good ground to be main- 
tained with regard both to the peculiar antithetical form of the 
exposition and to the relations of the Roman church already 
indicated. Still this is included in a cursory and subordinate 
manner, without on this account coming into prominence, and 

cannot be accepted as the real cause of the epistle being written, 
just as little as the exhortations of the second portion can be so 
regarded, which, besides the direct, may also contain many indirect 
allusions to the particular condition of the church, and yet are 
not to be deemed important enough to have determined the 
apostle to write the epistle. But least of all can the casual 
journey of Phoebe to Rome be here taken into account. Neither 
would this have induced the apostle to write, if he had had no 
other reason for writing ; nor would he have lacked some ‘one to 
carry the epistle, even if Phoebe had not made the journey. Here 
the opportunity should not be confounded with the occasion.’ 

The similarity of contents in the Roman and Galatian epistles 
favours the opinion, that even in the first the apostle carries on a 
direct polemic against the legal tendency of a Jewish-Christian 
party. But, on the other hand, observation of the difference in 
the kind and form of the exposition which obtains in the two 
epistles leads to the conviction that this directly polemical aim 
is foreign to the Roman epistle, containing as it does merely a 

1Th. Schott, d. Rémerbrief seinem Endzwecke und Gedankengange nach ausgelegt, 
Erlangen 1858, has ascribed to the apostle a special personal design in the composi- 
tion of the epistle: ‘“‘ namely, that being now on the point of proceeding with his 
Gentile mission-work in the far west, Paul wished to gain for his labours a fixed 
point of support in the Roman church, and on this account wished to instruct the 
Romans as to the significance and justification of the step, and to inspire them with 
full confidence regarding it; for which reason he exhibits to them in detail the 
nature and principles of his work.” See, on the contrary, Meyer, I. 33. 
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general, positively dogmatic exposition of salvation in Christ, in 
contrast with the ruin to which the Jewish and Gentile world 
out of Christ is exposed...At most, it contains but an indirect 
warning against the falsely nomistic conflicts which emerge so 
readily in the Christian church, and also in particular against 
attacks of the kind menacing the Roman church from without. 
This may be described, on the whole, as the common result of 

modern exegesis, as far as concerns the interpretation of the 
general contents of this epistle. But this interpretation has been 
strongly opposed by Dr. Baur in his work, Paul, the Apostle of Jesus 
Christ, London 1873. Accerding to Baur, Jewish Christians, 
among: whom undoubtedly an anti-Pauline bias began to show 
itself very early, formed the chief constituent of the Roman 
church. They had taken offence at Paul’s ministry, observing 
that its result was the reception of the Gentiles in ever-increasing 
numbers into the Messianic kingdom, while Israel as a people 
remained shut out of that kingdom. This appeared to them like 
a disparagement of the Jews, like unrighteous treatment of them, 
like a contradiction of the promises given to the Jews as God’s 
people. On the contrary, they denied that the same way of 
salvation lay open to the Gentiles as to the Jews. The question 
brought forward now, therefore, was no longer, as before, whether 
the Gentiles might be admitted into the Christian community 
only as proselytes of Judaism, or only on condition of submitting 
to circumcision; but this, whether the Gentiles as Gentiles are 

to be admitted,— whether their reception, already begun and ever 
‘widening in extent, is not to be looked upon as an unrighteous 
act to the Jews, and an infringement of their privileges? They 
asserted, accordingly, that the Christian salvation has merely a 
particular, not a universal design; that participation in the grace 
of the gospel depends upon a national prerogative, not on a 
universal human need. Now it is against this assertion the 
apostle contends in ch. ix—xi. of the Roman epistle, which chap- 
ters, accordingly, constitute the main division of the entire epistle, 
to which ch. i—viii. stand only as introduction. Paul, it is said, 
works out the general positions, that neither Gentiles nor Jews 
had any claim to salvation in Christ, since it only comes to sinful 

man as a gift of free grace (a position which is applied ch. 
ix.-xi.) ; that accordingly the reception of the Gentiles, which was 
withstood on the part of the Jewish Christians, and was supposed 
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to imply an unrighteous depreciation of the Jews, is on the con- 
trary the fault only of the Jews themselves, in supposing that 
they could make good rightful clajggms. based upon descent and 

observance of the law, instead of upon faith in the preaching of 
the gospel. The Jewish Christians had discovered in the uni- 
versalism of the apostle a preference given in an unrighteous way 
to the Gentiles to the detriment of the Jews. Against this the 
apostle maintains, that since, as far as righteousness comes into 
question, everything depends on faith, or on the Scavocdvn éx 
miotews, the putting of the Jews below the Gentiles is simply the 
fault of their own unbelief. Hence the epistle of the apostle to 
the Romans is not to be viewed as a dogmatic treatise issuing 
spontaneously, but as a vindication of his apostolic office, of the 
peculiar mission committed to him as Gentile apostle, called forth 
by Jewish-Christian opposition; and the cause of the apostle’s 
writing is to be sought, not in a friendly attitude on his part, but 
one partly polemic, partly apologetic. Baur, Pawl, the Apostle of 
Jesus Christ, I. part 2. With him also agrees Schwegler, comp. 
his Nachapost. Zeitalter in den Hauptmomenten seiner Entwick- 
lung, Tiibingen 1846, I. p. 285 ff, and Volkmar, die Rom. Kirche, 

US5i7; p: 7 Hf. 
Now this interpretation certainly hangs well with the theory 

which Dr. Baur has advanced respecting primitive Christianity in 
general. According to this novel theory, the creature of ingenious 
criticism and combination, and maintained by sacrificing the 
genuineness of the greater portion of the New Testament, not 
merely the Judaistic false teachers, but the entire body of the 
apostles and Jewish-Christian churches of their age, are supposed 
to have been entangled in a narrow-minded, Judaistic particu- 
larism, in opposition to which Paul, the Gentile apostle, with his 
universalistic tendency, appeared as an innovator, and with 
which he was engaged in unceasing conflict. This is not the 
place to enter upon a minute examination of this mode of view 
in general. We limit ourselves here to a brief criticism of that 
branch of it which meets us in the interpretation of the Roman 
epistle just characterized. 

Now, first of all, it is difficult for an unprejudiced reader to 
shake off the conviction, rising so clearly before the mind, that 
i. 16, 17 enunciates the proper theme of the epistle, which 
from that point up to ch. viii. is then expounded under every 
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aspect. In this conviction, accordingly, agree all interpreters of 
all ages without exception. It would appear, then, more simple 
to regard ch. ix.—xi. as a natural and fitting supplement, than ch. 
i—viii. as a mere introduction to the theme first announced, 

ch. ix.xi. We have seen, moreover, that ch. ix—xi. may even 
keep its independent position as an integral constituent of the 
entire doctrinal exposition,’ without its being raised, with Dr. 
Baur, into the main division of the epistle, from which alone the 
cause, theme, and construction of the epistle can be rightly 
understood. In any case, we should have expected at the 
beginning an indication of this presumed cause, which would 
have made the course and connection of the apostle’s reasoning 
clear to the reader. But no such indication is contained, ch. 

ix.xi. For while the apostle speaks there, indeed, of Jews who 

would be righteous by works, and who withstood faith in the 
gospel, he nowhere speaks of Jewish Christians who wished to 
prevent the Gentiles entering into the Messiah’s kingdom. 
Wherefore no interpreter hitherto has been able to find such 

indication, not even the author of the Commentaria in XIII. 

Epistolas Paulinas, appended to the works of Ambrose, to whom 

Dr. Baur refers (I. 367). Ambrosiaster simply compares, as 
many interpreters after him have done, the tendency of the 
Roman Christians with that of the Galatian false teachers 
(“hi sunt,” he says, “qui et Galatas subverterant”) ; but of a par- 
ticularism excluding the Gentiles as such he knows nothing. 
Nowhere does there exist a vestige of historical proof that the 
Jewish Christians, either in the apostolic age or afterwards, ever 
adopted such a notion. And this position appears the more 
unwarranted, as such a standpoint would have flatly contradicted 
Old Testament prophecy, which foretold in the clearest terms the 
reception of the Gentile world into the theocracy, their participa- 
tion in the Messianic kingdom. A narrow interpretation might, 
perhaps, discover in the prophecies of the old covenant, on 
account of the Old Testament veil of mystery ‘under which they 
delineated the character of the Messianic age, the intimation that 
the Gentile world must submit to the Mosaic nomos, if it was to 

share in the Messianic salvation; but no intimation whatever 

could be discovered of a rejection of the Gentiles in favour of 

‘Comp. also Huther, Zweck und Inhalt der 11 ersten Capitel des Rémerbriefes, 
Schwerin 1846, p. 24 f. 
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the solely privileged Jews.’ This latter claim was in and of 
itself thoroughly beside the mark and unnecessary. For, with 
the reception of the Mosaic nomos on the part of the Gentiles, 
Judaism in fact attained to all rights and honours which it 
could ever claim, and fully satisfied narrow-minded Jewish par- 
ticularism, which thus in reality rejoiced in a triumph at once 
over heathenism and Christianity. Dr. Baur concedes that even 
the Roman Jewish Christians had sought and taught a justifica- 
tion by works of the law. Now, was not this doctrine sufficient 
to negative the Pauline doctrine of justification by faith, to 
narrow the gate of God’s kingdom for the Gentiles, to widen it 
for the Jews? No other opposition, then, to Pauline universalism 

is even conceivable than that which all Judaistic false teachers 
and sects actually adopted. Besides, it is such an opposition 
alone that the apostle combats in the Roman epistle. He con- 
tends only against righteousness by works, not against a designed 
exclusion of the Gentile world altogether; and, indeed, against the 

1 Dr. Baur, indeed, says, p. 331, that the participation of the Gentiles in the grace 
of the gospel appeared to the Jews like a disparagement of the Jews, as long as Israel 
as a nation did not partake in this grace; yet he, presently, lets even this qualifica- 
tion drop, and everywhere else describes their particularism as one without con- 
ditions. Even Schwegler, ibid. p. 289, allows that Dr. Baur has taken the purpose 
of the Roman epistle somewhat too narrowly, when he simply finds in it an apology 
for the Pauline missionary labours, and that on this view the first portion of the 
epistle is a disproportionate sacrifice of strength. It is, perhaps, more correct, 
according to him, to take the design of the epistle somewhat more generally, as an 
apology for Pauline Christianity in its entirety, than as a systematic treatise against 
Jewish Christianity. Still more moderately, though just as defective, and in con- 
sistency with his Catholic opinion of the founding of the Roman church by Peter, 
Thiersch, die Kirche im apostolischen Zeitalter, p. 166 : ‘‘ Paul seeks to lead forward 
the Jewish Christian church, consisting simply of followers of Peter, from its, not 

heretical indeed, but somewhat backward standpoint, to such a rich insight into the 
work of redemption as will entirely dispel the anxiety and fear which adherence to 
the Mosaic law as a condition of salvation might still foster.” Pretty much in 
agreement with Schwegler, van Hengel expresses himself respecting the aim and 
purport of this epistle, Jnterpretatio Epistolae Pauli ad Romanos, Fascic. I. 1854. 

Comp. p. 20: ‘‘Magis certe mihi cum Schweglero arridet, quod Bauro visum est, auc- 
torem ad suum, qui dicitur, Universalismum Romae defendendum Epistolam scripsisse 
argumenti Apologetici.” P. 21: ‘‘ Ergo his Christi sectatoribus Epistolam scripsit, 
cujus majori in parte habituri essent, quo ad refellendas Judaeorum argutias adjuvar- 
entur ipsique perversis opinionibus et scrupulis liberarentur.” P. 22: ‘‘ Nec tamen 
Apostoli consilium omnino assecutos esse puto, qui, uti jam Oecumenius, in gentium 

exterarum vocatione ad Christi communionem causam cernere nolint, unde omnis 

disputatio quodammodo pendeat, iis etiam in locis, quorum argumentum alius generis 
esse videatur.” 

—— 
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work-righteousness of Judaism, not against the work-righteous- 
ness of the Jewish Christian portion of the Roman church. Had 
the Roman Jewish Christians followed this course, he would 

have attacked it directly, and have withstood them as he did 
the Galatian false teachers and the Galatian churches, and no 

consideration of any kind whatever would have induced the 
Gentile apostle to treat gently a tendency striking at the very 
root of the gospel. For the rest, the same view must be held if 
the Roman church had adopted not the ordinary Galatian ex- 
clusivism, but the one described by Bauer; for this, so far from 

being, as Dr. Baur supposes, gentler, was harsher than the 
Galatian form, seeing that it excluded even the conditional 
admission of the Gentile world to the Messianic salvation. If 
now, on the other hand, we’ are reminded (Baur, I. 3351) that 

Paul did not in Rome, as in Galatia, see his own work over- 

thrown, and had not to encounter opposition to his apostolic 
authority as directly hostile; that here he had not to do with a 
church that was going back, but with a church, as he might 
hope, advancing from imperfection to perfection——it is obvious 
to rejoin that in that case Paul would the more decisively and 
fearlessly have repelled false teachers so misleading the church, 
and would have plainly and forcibly admonished and warned 
the church itself. But here, indeed, everything returns to the 
starting-point, namely, to the hypothesis that not only the Juda- 
istic heresy of the apostolic age, but apostolic Jewish Christianity 
in general, was merely a particularism holding righteousness by 
works. But could such a standpoint have been assumed even 
by the Soxodvres efvat 71, by James, Cephas, or John, Paul would 
without fail have encountered it with his fearless avdOewa éorw! 
Comp. also Fritzsche, Com. tom. II. pp. 238-240. 

As concerns, finally, the authenticity of this epistle, this is 
irrefutably established both by the unanimous testimony of 
Fathers, and even of heretics, and by the ineffaceable stamp of 
the apostolic spirit which it bears on its face. Hence, with the 
exception of the superficial attacks of the English Evanson (Zhe 
Dissonance of the Four generally received Evangelists, 1792, p. 
259 ff.), long ago laid to rest, and “the frivolities” [Meyer] of 
Bruno Bauer, whose critical radicalism could only be satisfied by 
calling in question the whole of the Pauline epistles, it has 
never been even contested. Even Dr. Baur (Paul. p. 256) reckons 

Puruiprrr, Rom. I. B 
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the Roman epistle, along with the Galatian and two Corinthian 
epistles, among the Homologoumena, while certainly he classes 
the remaining nine Pauline epistles with the Antilegomena, so 
that, after all, his concession reminds us of Timeo Danaos et 

dona ferentes. Of the integrity of the epistle, especially of the 
genuineness of ch. xv. and xvi, we shall treat in the proper 

place. 



Wo) CHAP, I. 1. 1 

CHAPTER I. 

Vv. 1-7. The Salutation—The type of greeting lying at the 
basis of this salutation would run in the ordinary form: IIaddos 
“Papators yaipev. The way in which the apostle amplifies and 

. remodels this gives us to see by anticipation that the gospel is not 
one among many common forms, but is spirit and life entering 
into the common form, but in order to transform it. The saluta- 

tion is more copious than that of the other Pauline epistles, the 
apostle having to introduce himself for the first time to the 
church of the imperial metropolis, which he has neither founded 
nor as yet visited. But he introduces himself as a God-ordained 
apostle (ver. 1), an apostle of the gospel of the Son of God and 
Son of man, the gospel which he intends in the following pages 
to proclaim, and which was confirmed by the teaching of prophets 
and the fact of the resurrection (vv. 2—4), and, indeed, as apostle 
of the Gentiles (ver. 5), of whom the Romans are a part (ver. 6). 
Thus at once and at the same time the genuine as well as the 
personal character of his authority and obligation to write the 
epistle stands clearly forth. 

Ver. 1. Ilatdos] This originally Gentile name (the Latin 
Paulus, in accordance with the frequent interchange of P and A, 
identical with the Greek ee Hom: frit. 675) is found 
along with the Jewish YadXos (? NW) first of all (Acts xiii. 9) on 
the apostle’s first. missionary journey among the Gentiles. From 
that point onwards it appears exclusively, both in the Acts and 
the Pauline epistles, instead of the latter. From that time then, 

as apostle of the Gentiles, Paul allied himself with them, even in 
his outward appellation." 

1 “Tn circumcisione nomen Sauli Ebraeum ipsi datum esse, dubium non est ; et fieri 

potuit, ut Pauli nomen, cum ab aliis ita vocaretur, ]ubentius usurparit, tum quia 
notius et communius, tum ut vocabulum Iubentius Graeci ac Romani, quibus id 
gratiosum ac familiare, agnoscerent, quorum se doctorem profitebatur, tum quod 
circumcisio jamjam abroganda penitus fuerit, doctrina imprimis hujus apostoli, 
pleneque in ejus locum surrogandus baptismus, synagoga Judaica cum honore 
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—Sobros *I. Xpucrob] denotes in the superscription, as epithet 
to the nomen proprium, not the general relation of servant, in 
which all Christians stand to Christ their Lord, but the special 
relation of office, of service in the kingdom of Jesus Christ. 
However, SodX0s and the following amocrodos form no tautology. 
The idea of dodA0s is more general, that of dmoctTodos more 
special; the former is more precisely defined by the latter. The 
dodAos is not necessarily amdatonos, he may also be mpodrrns, 
evayyedoThs, Touunv, and wdacKkaros. The O. T. 75) 72Y also is 
not merely prophet, but may be king, priest, etc. Thus between 
dovAos and KANnTOs amoaToAos a gradation finds place, the dzoc- 
todos taking the highest rank among the N. T. dovrAoxs. 

—«k)nTos atroctonXos] all apostles were directly called to their 
office, but Paul was so called (Acts ix. 6, 15, xxi. 21, xxvi. 16-18 ; 

Gal. i. 1,12). That he who came in later, when he wishes to 

authenticate his apostleship, should lay special stress on this 
KAnows is only natural, without any intentional comparison of his 

apostolic position being thereby kept in view. On dmoatoNos 
comp. Acts xxii. 21: éy@ els €0vn pwaxpdy éEaTrooTEN®@ ce; 
xxvi. 17: els ods viv ae dTacTéXXo. 

—agepicpeévos ets evayyédtov Geod| The calling to the aposto- 
late has its aim and purport in being set apart to the work of 
proclaiming the gospel, which is the function of the apostolate. 
Both these, cAjots and adopsopos; meet in the self-same moment 

of the conversion narrated Acts ix. and the dopicwos has a 
permanence, reaching to the time when the epistle was written. 
Hence the perfect apwpicpévos. The idea of setting apart ap- 
proaches in meaning what we now call “ordination.” There is 
no allusion to the eternal counsel of God, for apopifec@as is not 
of itself equivalent to mpoopitec@ac, and the addition é« xovAlas 
pntpos mov (Gal. i. 15) is wanting here. Nor is reference made 

sepulta,” Calovius on the passage. On the other side, Jerome early remarks, De Vir. 

Ill. 5: ‘A primo ecclesiae spolio, proconsule Sergio Paulo, victoriae suae trophaea 
retulit, erexitque vexillum, ut Paulus diceretur e Saulo.” Yet this memorable inci- 
dent of the conversion of the proconsul Sergius Paulus may be regarded as the first 
occasion, not as the real reason, of the permanent change of name. According to 
Augustine, the assumption of the name Paulus = exiguus, was the outcome of Pauline 

humility (1 Cor. xv. 9; Eph. iii. 8). But this at most could only have been one of 
several inwardly determining factors. According to Wieseler on Gal. i. 1, the apostle 
asa Roman citizen had both names, Paulus Saulus, from the time of his birth (comp. 

Alexander Jannaeus, Johannes Marcus, Jesus Justus), and used the first instead of 

the second after he began his labours as Gentile apostle. 
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to the act of calling on the part of the Antiocheian church (Acts 
xiii. 2), as many expositors, not without appearance of reason, 
have supposed (comp. agopicaré jou there), for the adpopicpos is 
a direct one, and answers better to mpooxéxAnpae there mentioned. 
eis evayyédtov Oeov] for the gospel of God, not in order to believe 
in it, but in order to proclaim it. eis, in, for, is a particle of pur- 
pose; Qcod is genit. causae, not object., for God is the author, not 
the purport of the saving proclamation. The latter is Christ, as 
is expressly said, vv. 3,4. So also evayyédvov Geod (Rom. xv. 16 ; 

1 Thess.:ii. 2, 8, 9; 1 Pet. iv. 17, etc.). 

Ver. 2. The gospel is the primitive truth, proclaimed before- 
hand by most credible witnesses, laid up in duly attested writings. 
Kai mets tds edayyeduSopueOa thy mpos Tovs Tatépas étrayyedav 
yevouevny, says the same apostle (Acts xiii. 82). Thus the signi- 
ficance and glory of the gospel receive special emphasis, while 
in this and the following verses, up to ver. 5, the sacred dignity of 
the apostolic office is made clearly to appear. 6 mpoemnyyeldato] 
It was not so much the gospel, the news concerning Christ 
(although this is included, x. 15), as Christ Himself, or redemp- 
tion, that God caused to be proclaimed before through the pro- 
phets. The expression is therefore concise, and the relative 6 
refers to the contents of the gospel. 

—oid THY TpodnTHv avTod] Not only the four great and twelve 
minor prophets are meant, nor the order of prophets in general 
commencing with Samuel, but all men by whom prophecies bear- 
ing on Christ are found recorded in the O. T. covenant Scriptures, 
év ypadais ayiats. Moses also and David accordingly belong to 
these mpogpntats. Ipadat dyvas are not: passages of Holy Scrip- 
ture; but either: ¢he holy writings, or: holy writings. The 
absence of the article says nothing against the first interpretation, 
for ypadai d-ycas are a self-defined unicum, like Oeds, wvedua aycor, 
vowos; nor yet the circumstance that direct prophecies at least 
are not found in all writings of the O. T., for the Holy Scriptures 
were regarded as a single volume, one and indivisible. Yet the 
general spirit of the passage is more in favour of the last meaning, 
for the glory of the gospel could only be set forth by characterizing 

the medium of its prophetic announcement of old. This is the 
sure and honourable medium of holy writings. But by this is 
meant the entire O. T., consisting of holy writings. 

Ver. 3. wept tod viov avtov] In accordance with the order of 
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words and grammar, to be connected with mpoemnyyelAato, not 
with evayyédov (ver. 1), although certainly as to substance the 
object of the latter is meant to be here specified. Ver. 2, there- 
fore, is not to be made a parenthesis. vids Peod is not to be taken 
as a mere Messianic official title, but invariably denotes with our 
apostle a metaphysical relation of Christ to the Father. The subject 
spoken of is the vids wovoyevns mapa matpés, John i. 14, the vios 
tovos, Rom. viii. 32. As such, above all, it was needful He should 

be demonstrated, ver. 4. We have here the same antithesis of the 

humanity and divinity of Jesus Christ as ix. 5, which passage 
alone is decisive of the meaning of vids Geod in the present one. 
Comp. the description of the vies THs ayamrns a’tod, Col. i. 13-17. 

—tov yevouévou ex omépuatos Aavid] As son of David is He 
born, according to the promises of the prophets. Only as such is 
He one yevojevos, one born in time, one that came into existence 

(Gal. iv. 4), for as_Son of God He is the eternally existent one. 
Nevertheless, this eternally existent Son of God became a son of 
David, not by change of His unchangeable Godhead,—we must 
never forget that only in the pantheistic system has the limita- 
tion of the illimitable a meaning—but by the assumption and 
elevation of humanity into the unity of His divine person. 
The incarnate Son of God being only one, the expression is per- 
missible: the Son of God is born of the seed of David. But He 
is born of the seed of David as born of the Virgin Mary, David's 
daughter. Thus the seed of David remained withal the seed of 
the woman promised in the protevangelium. To concede to the 
apostle the conception of the metaphysical divine sonship, and to 
deny to him faith in the birth of God’s Son of the Virgin, is to 
impute to him a conception dogmatically inconceivable. 

—xata capka| odp€& signifies here the entire human nature, 
made up of c@pa as well as of a lower and higher wuy7. This 
nature is described by the characteristic sign of its visible, sensu- 
ous manifestation. In the same sense stands in John i. 14: 
0 Aoyos capE éyévero, not essentially different from: God became 
man, comp. Rom. ix. 5. The ethical element of the sinfulness of 
the odpé is not included here, for Christ did not appear év capxi 
dpaptias, but only év opowpate capKos duaptias. But probably 
the weakness and frailty of the oap£ is meant to be emphasized, 
although even His frail human nature is glorified as one that 
sprang, in accordance with the promise, é« omépyatos Aavid, 
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Ver. 4. Tod opicbérvros viod Oeod év Suvaper, Kata TrEdpAa ayiw- 
avvns, €& avactacews vexpav] By the asyndeton 70d yevouévou 

. Tod opiabévros, the second parallel clause is made specially 
prominent. opifew twa tu,.to designate one for something, to ap- 
point, to establish, constituere, creare. Thus in all N. T. passages, 
Luke xxii. 22; Acts ii. 23, x. 42, xi. 29, xvii. 26, 31; Heb. iv. 7. 

Hence, when Chrys. and Theophyl. explain opicOévtos by Sevy- 
Oévros, arrodevyOértos, attopavbévtos, BeBaiwHévtos, xpiOévros, this 

must be taken as explaining the sense rather than the word. 
Christ is proved, demonstrated, the Son of ‘God, in so far as by the 

resurrection from the dead He is established as such before men, or 

in the conviction of men. Parallel at all points is the thought Acts 
xiv. 33. Kara rvetdya dyvootrns furnishing a manifest antithesis 
to Kata odpxa, it appears unnatural to co-ordinate év duvdapes, 
Kata tvedwa, and €& dvactdcews, and oppose them equally to 
Kata capKa, by which method of construction Christ is said to be 
demonstrated the Son of God “in power, according to the spirit 
and by the resurrection.” The familiar antithesis of cdp& and 
mvedua compels us rather to interpret: He is Son of David, cata 
odpxa; Son of God, cata mvedua. The words év duvduec must 
then be joined either with opscOévtos or with viod Oeod. Ti, 
following the first method of construction, we wished to interpret: 
“by the power of God,” we should need the addition cod (2 Cor. 
xiii. 4; 1 Cor. vi. 14), or look for an expression like dua tis d0Ens 
Tov Tratpos (Rom. vi. 4). But if the wish were to take év duvapex 
adverbially in the sense of potenter, evidenter: “who is mani- 
fested in expressive fashion, powerfully, strikingly,” then tod év 
Suvdper dpa Oévtos would certainly have seemed the best arrange- 
ment of the words, and one less liable to misconstruction. Accord- 

ingly, we think the connection with viod Ocod the most simple and 
natural, “Id est,’ says Melanchthon, “ declaratus est esse filius 
Dei potens,” “who is established,” 7c. “ proved, manifested a Son 

of God in power.” If, then, the odp& designates the lower, 

human nature, the wvedwa can only serve as a designation of 
the higher, divine principle in Christ.1 Therefore the reference 

1 Comp. the contrast of wv:du« and c#,%, to denote the divine and human natures 
of Christ, in Gregory Naz. Orat. xxxix. 13, p. 685; xxxviii. 13, p. 671, cited by 
Ullmann, Gregory of Nazianzum the Divine, pp. 398, 400. Cyprian, also, De 
Idolorum Vanitate, speaking of the incarnation, says: ‘‘Carnem Spiritus sanctus 
induitur.” 
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cannot here be to the wvedwa ayiov, which, in dogmatic phrase- 

ology, is the third Person in the Godhead, neither as that Spirit 
spoke through the prophets and testified of the divine sonship of 
Christ; nor as Christ Himself, as Messiah, was anointed with it 

without measure ; nor as He, after His glorification by the resur- 
rection, poured forth this 77vetwa upon His people. Besides, the 
mvedpa &yvov is never elsewhere in the New Testament designated 
by 7vedpa aywwovvys, and the latter expression forbids the inter- 
change. Rather is rvedwa aywovvns here nothing but the higher, 
heavenly, divine nature of Christ, according to which, or in which, 

He is the Son of God. Here there is ascribed to the Son of God 
a spiritual essence, for mvedua 6 Beds (John iv. 24) also refers to 
Him, and in 2 Cor. iii. 17 He is Himself called 76 vedua ; while 
according to Heb. ix. 14, He offered Himself to God dva mvev- 
patos aiwviov. daywovvns is genit. qualitatis, and indicates the 
nature of the wvedua more precisely. ‘Ayiwovrys itself must be 
distinguished from dyacuos: it means holiness (2 Cor. vii. 1; 

1 Thess. iii, 13), not sanctification. But the reason why the 
apostle here calls the Son of God a vidv Oeod év Suvdper, and His 
higher nature a wvedua adyiwovvys, seems to be nothing but this: 
that with the oap&, the human nature ascribed to Him, the idea 
of infirmity and sinfulness is inevitably associated, though the 
latter, as observed, does not lie in the word in this passage. But, 

as matter of fact, though the Son of God had subjected Himself to 
the doeveia capxds, and appeared éy omormpate capKos dwapTias, 
He was and remained vids Oeod év Suvdyer Kata trvedpa ayio- 
ovvns, and by the resurrection, as a triumph over death and sin, He 
declared Himself the almighty, living, and holy Son of God, to 
whom all power is given in heaven and earth, that He may give 
eternal life to those whom the Father has given Him (Matt. 
xxviii. 18; John xvii. 2). For the rest, with this passage is to 
be compared the similar idea (1 Tim. iii. 16): Ocds épavepwoOn év 
capi, edixar6On év mvevwatt, and also the mutual contrast of 
odpé and mvedua (1 Pet. iii. 18). 

—é€& dvastdcews vexpov| The é« may be taken either as a 
temporal or causal particle (comp. Jas. ii. 18): since or by the 
resurrection from the dead is Christ manifested the Son of God. 
The causal sense is to be preferred, the apostolic preaching 
pointing everywhere to the resurrection of Jesus Christ as the 
ground of faith in His divine Sonship (Acts u. 24, xiii. 30 ff, 
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xvii. 3, 31, xxvi. 23). This evidence, as matter of fact, it sup- 

plied, according to John ii. 19, x. 18. It corroborated Christ’s 

testimony concerning Himself, the substance of which was His 

divine Sonship. dvdctacis vexpdv cannot grammatically be the 
same as dvdotacis éx vexpdv. Moreover, it is not the future 
resurrection of the dead that is meant; but Christ’s resurrection 

is the resurrection of the dead itself, in so far as in His resurrec- 

tion ours is involved,—in so far as His resurrection represents 
the general resurrection in a concrete case (Acts iv. 2, xvii. 32, 

xxiii. 6, xxvi. 8, 23; 1 Cor. xv. 12). 

—'Inood Xpictod 70d Kvpiov ijpavr] is not to be joined with €& 
dvactacews vexpey, as is done in the Itala and Vulgate, but to be 
taken as in apposition to Tod viod avtod, ver. 3; but Tod yevo- 
pévou, up to vexpdv, is not on this account to be parenthesized. 
This Son of God and of David is the historical person Jesus 
Christ,—the man Jesus, the Messiah (Xpuo7os), the common Lord 

of the church, whose SodXos, in the stricter sense, the apostle is, 

which fact is once more brought out (ver. 5) in fuller detail and 
more special definition. But sev is not therefore to be applied 
exclusively to the apostles, for Christ is Lord of all, even as all 
believers are His dodo (Eph. vi. 6; 1 Cor. vii. 22). At the 
same time, the solemn addition ‘I. Xp. t. «. 74. furnishes an easy 
point of connection with what follows. 

Ver. 5. &¢ of] The formula Sa Inood Xpictod represents 
Christ as mediator of a relation, the primary cause of which is 
Oeds matnp. The medium (6:2) is accordingly to be distinguished 
from the causa principalis (v1), xv. 15. 

—é€daBopev] refers not to all the apostles, but to Paul alone; 
for mavta ta €@vn expressly were to be the Gentile apostle’s 
peculiar sphere of action; and in what follows, his object is 
simply to establish his own authority for writing to the Romans, 
who belong to these €@vn. The original meaning of the plural: 
“T and my equals,” passed out of use even in profane writers. 

—xyapw Kai arrogtodjy] The xai is explicative: grace, namely 
apostleship. There was no occasion to speak of converting grace, 
comp. xv. 15,16. Elsewhere, too, the apostle views his toilsome 

office, on account of its meaning and aim, as a gift of God’s grace 
(Eph. iii. 2, 3, 7, 8). By saying ydpuw Kal arootodny instead of 
xapi atooroAns, the grace manifested in the bestowal of the 
apostleship is put forward in an independent and striking way,— 



26 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

the reverse of “the fulness and force of the discourse” being 
weakened by this interpretation [Meyer]. 

—eis vraxonv miatews] eis, particle of purpose: I received the 
grace of the apostolate for the obedience of faith, «7. that obedi- 
ence of faith might arise, be established. Similarly, ver. 1, apwpic- 
pévos eis evaryyédcov. Iicrews may be taken as genit. autoris: 
obedience to God, that faith requires or effects. But the apostle 
is not an apostle in order to establish this obedience, but in order 
to establish faith in the gospel itself, of which obedience is a 
necessary and immediate consequence. IIio7us, not bmaxon, forms 

the theme of the Roman epistle. Again, we may take wiotews as 
genit. appositionis: obedience consisting in faith. No doubt faith 
is an act of obedience to God’s Word. Hence the phrases: vza- 
Kove TO evayyedw, Rom. x. 16; 2 Thess. i. 8: darevBeiv TH Ao; 
or TO evayyedio, 1 Pet. ii. 8, iv. 17. But it does not seem in 
place for the apostle to introduce a characteristic property of faith, 
where all that was required of him, in harmony with the aim of 
his epistle, was to declare that his office consisted in bringing all 
the world into subjection to faith itself. Therefore the preference 
belongs to the interpretation which regards mictews as genit. 
objectivus: in order to establish obedience to faith. The gram- 
matical connection is justified by 2 Cor. x. 5: 4 bmaxon tod 
Xpictod; 1 Pet. i. 22: % bmaxon rhs ddOetas; the mode of 
expression itself, by Acts vi. 7: traxove Th miote. But then 
the meaning of miotis, questionable in the New Testament: 
dogmatic faith, “fides quae creditur, doctrina Christiana,” is not 
to be accepted. Rather mavra ra €6vn are to become obedient 
to subjective faith ; whereupon, no doubt, subjective faith is to be 
conceived, as often, made objective as a power (xvi. 26 ; Gal. i. 23). 

—éev maou tots é0veor] The connection with the words just 
preceding is the most natural, in the sense of fa yévntat braxor 
miastews ev Tact Tos EOveow, “that obedience to faith may be 
produced among all Gentiles.” Ildavra ra €@vy are not all nations, 
inclusive of the Jews, as in Matt. xxviii. 19, but all Gentiles. The 

apostle never describes himself as apostle of Jews and Gentiles 
alike. Expressly and repeatedly he characterizes his call, especi- 
ally in the Roman epistle, as that of the Gentile apostle (i. 13 ff, 
xi. 13, xv. 16). Thereby all activity among the Jews is not 
absolutely precluded, but denominatio fit a parte potior. 

—wmép Tod dvouatos avtod] The connection with wictews is, 
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for grammatical reasons, untenable, for we do not say mlotus 
vmép twos. The connection with yapiw Kat aroctodjv is more 
unlikely than that with eds imaxony .. . €@veow, “ that submission 
to faith may be brought about among all Gentiles for the sake (for 
the glorifying) of His name” (Acts xv. 26, xxi. 13). In Acts ix. 15, 
dvoua serves metonymically as a designation of the person or 
thing itself, inasmuch as in the name its characteristic features 
are expressed. 

Ver. 6. év ols éote Kat dpets] The Romans also belonging to 
these €#vy, to whom the commission of the apostle applies, is the 
reason of his writing to them. 

—kaAytot "Incod Xpictot|] The apostle elsewhere invariably 
ascribes the act of calling to God the Father (viii. 30, ix. 24; 
iors. 9p vii 15,17; 1 Thess.:i. 125 2 Thess. i, 14; 2 Tim. 
i. 9). Therefore "Incod Xpicrod in this passage is probably to be 
taken, not as genet. causae, but as the genitive of belonging to, and 
thus the meaning is to be paraphrased: the called of God, who 
belong to Jesus Christ. Here also (vv. 5, 6, as in vv. 3, 4) the 
sign of parenthesis is to be erased, as needlessly, and contrary to 
the end in view, breaking the coherence and flow of thought. 

Ver. 7. mace tots obow ev “Poun ... dyiows| After concluding 
the intervening thoughts,—so rich and so naturally linked to- 
gether (vv. 2—6),—the apostle now completes the proper address 
of the epistle: ITatnos, Sotdos "Inood Xpiotov, KAnTOs atroaTonos, 

Taot Tos odow ev ‘Pown ayarntois Oeod, KAnTOIs ayiows. yaipeLv 
or ev parte, elsewhere commonly occurring among the Greeks, 
forms the simple address to a salutation; but it is not absolutely 
necessary. Here the substance of yaipew appears in the follow- 
ing ydpis tpiv «TA. as an independent sentence and invocation 
of blessing of richer fulness. maou addresses the epistle simply 
to the entire Roman church, without secondary reference to the 
distinction of natives and foreigners (ver. 8 forbids all thought 
of the latter), or of known and unknown. “To all believers 
belonging to the church in Rome.” But Paul says not simply 
motos, but, putting emphasis on the objective glory of the 
Christian position, a@yamntots OQeob, KrnTois ayiows] These are 
the privileges ascribed and pertaining, once to the Old Testa- 
ment, now to the New Testament covenant people, the true 
*Iopayi Ocod. Christians are dyarntol Oeod in Christ 7d 
nyatnuéve, Eph. i. 6, and «Antol dytot, 1 Cor. i. 2, de. set apart 
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from the world by a holy calling, and consecrated to God, & 
Xpicted, who for their sake sanctified Himself (John xvii. 19), 
and €v mveitpate ayie, whose temple they are (1 Cor. vi. 11). 
“Non ideo vocati sunt,’ says Augustine, “quia sancti erant, 
sed ideo sancti effecti, quia vocati sunt,” comp. MP MPA 
(Zeph. i. 7). 

—Xdpis tiv Kat etpnvn] se. ein. These words, though cor- 
responding to the yaipew used elsewhere in the form of saluta- 
tion (Acts xv. 23, xxiii. 26), have in the apostle’s mouth, as the 
change and remodelling of the form expressly show, a more pro- 
found, inner, spiritual meaning. p/n, our peace with God, is 
a consequence of the ydpis, the grace, the peace that God 
made with us in Christ. Comp. Wieseler on Gal. i. 3, p. 19, 

only that «pyvm is understood of peace within and without, 
though still in the main of iaward peace with God. 

—Aamd Oeod ratpos tay Kal xupiov “Incod Xpiotod] It is 
wrong to make xupiov, like jar, depend on watpos. Against 
this tells 2 Tim. i. 2; Tit. i. 4. Rather is the preposition do 
to be repeated in thought before xvpiov. The equalization of 
Beds TatHp and Kvptos “Incods, with respect to the bestowal of 
xapis and eipyvn, belongs to the indirect but decisive proofs of 
the divinity of Christ. It is conceded that God is here, as ever, 

to be conceived as causa principalis ; Christ, as causa medians ; 
but no creature can impart ydpw «al elpyvnv in the way of real 
communication, but only in the way of announcement. Just as in 

Gal. i. 1, in the words 64a "Inood Xpictod Kat Ocod tratpos, God, 
like Christ, is considered as mediator of salvation, or more specially 

as mediator of the apostolate; so here, in amo Oeod tratpos tuav 
kai Kupiov *Inood Xpiotod, Christ, like God, is considered as the 
source of grace and peace, although the one in a medial, the other 
in a primary manner.—God is wat sev in so far as we have 
obtained vioecia through Christ. For the vids Oeod, becoming 
the S0dA0s Oeod, procured for us viobecta, but for Himself the 
authority of «vpsos in relation to the church. 

Vv. 8-17. Preface and theme of the epistle. Declaration of 
his thanks for the far-famed faith of the Romans, of his remem- 

brance of them in prayer, and his wish to come to them, because 
he is under obligation to preach the gospel to them as to all 
Gentiles. Of this gospel, on account of its glorious power and 
efficacy, he is not ashamed, for it reveals the righteousness that 

ee 
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avails before God, the righteousness that comes from faith (ver. 8). 
The gratitude which the apostle bears in his heart for the faith 
of all churches, as he declares in the opening of nearly all his 
epistles, affords a glimpse into his apostolic heart, and shows 
how justly he could boast of the pépyuva mracdy tov éxkdyjo.wr, 
2 Cor. xi. 28. 

——mpotov pev] primum quidem, first of all. The remainder 
should have been introduced by an eira or éwevra Sé, but in the 
press of thoughts rushing one upon another this is omitted 
(iii. 2; 1 Cor. xi. 18; also Acts i. 1). 
—T® Oed pov] is best explained by Acts xxvii. 23: ob etui, 

@ Kal arpevo ; 1 Cor. 1.4; Phil. iv. 19; Philem. 4. 
—bia “Inoot Xpictod| “All thankspivings of the Chri 

are presented through Jesus Christ, inasmuch as, of all pends 
for which he has to render thanksgiving, Christ is the medium 
(vii. 25; Col. iii, 17). Oecum. strikingly observes: adtds yap 
jutv altos Ths eis TOV TaTépa evyaptoTias, 0 Kal TpocTAaPopeEvoS 
Heas Kal TO idio aipate pds éxeivov KaTtaddd~as. Thus Christ 
is not to be conceived, with Orig. and others, as mediating bearer 

of the thanksgiving. 
—év 0d\w TS Koop] is an hyperbolical expression, as xvi. 19; 

comp. 1 Thess. i. 8; John xii. 19. But, undoubtedly, even in 

the apostle’s days, the gospel had been preached in the entire 
civilised world known at that time; and the fact of a Christian 

church having been established in Rome, the imperial capital, 
could not have remained unknown to the other churches. More- 
over, the apostle gives thanks that the faith of the Romans is 
renowned Se aaenou the world, not for its own sake, but inas- 

much as this bears witness to the sterling and illustrious 
character of their faith. That he here gives thanks for the 
miotts of the Romans, not also for their ayamn, as in Col. i. 4, or 

their yvaous, as in 1 Cor. i. 5, arises from the general tenor of his 
epistle (vv. 12, 17). For the rest, Calvin rightly : “ Praedicatam 
in toto orbe fidem Romanorum, intelligamus omnium jfideliwm 
ore, qui de ipsa recte et sentire et pronuntiare poterant.” 

Ver. 9. The thanksgivings just uttered are the outflow of the 
apostle’s unceasing interest in the Romans, by which again the 
reality and genuineness of his thanksgiving is attested. 

—pdptus ... Geos] comp. the forms of oath, Phil. i. 8 ; 2 Cor. 
1, 23, xi. 81; 1 Thess. ii. 5. Even the extrajudicial oath 
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springing from a holy motive, and directed to a holy purpose, is 
permitted. The law and its Fulfiller (Matt. v. 33 ff) forbid 
only the false oath and reckless, needless swearing. To give to 
the church, for the purpose of strengthening its confidence in 
himself, a ratification of his declarations and his doctrine, his 

truthfulness and sincerity, is reason sufficient to the apostle for 
an assertion in the form of oath. 
—6 RNatpetw ev TH TrvedpaTti pou év TH ebayyedio Tod viod 

avtov] These words add force to the truth of his affirmation, for 
he will not insult God, whom he so faithfully serves in the 
gospel, by a lie. And if he is a servant of the gospel from the 
heart, he will naturally take the most vivid interest in the 
churches established through the gospel. But Paul serves God 
év TO evayyedio, not by believing in it, but by preaching and 
diffusing it. éyv indicates the sphere in which his service is 
carried on. Tov viobd avTod is genit. object.: “the gospel of His 
Son, z.e. which has the Son of God for its content and matter,” 

in distinction from evayyédvov Oeod, ver. 1, = wept Tod viod 
avtov, ver. 3. The gospel proceeds from God the Father, and 
the subject of which it treats is God the Son. év 76 mvevpati 
pov is not at all intended to define the apostle’s service as a 
service in spirit and in truth, in opposition to the vain idol 
service of the Gentiles, or empty ceremonial service of the Jews; 
but expresses, like év 77 xapdia pov, the sincerity of his service 
in opposition to hypocritical show (Eph. v. 19, vi. 6). 

—os]| not = 671, but serves to indicate the mode or degree: 
how unceasingly (Phil. i. 8; 2 Cor. vii. 15; 1 Thess. ii, 10). 
Those who erase the comma after vrovovuar, and place it after 
TMpocevya@v jou, regard mdvrote as intensifying advadelrTas = 
assidue semper, assidwissime. But in that case we should have 
expected the words to stand: @s advarelm@tws mavtote KTA. In 
this sense, at all events, the comma stands better after wdvtote: 

@S adiarelrTwos pvelav buav Towodpmat TavToTe KTA. But we 
get the easiest and most natural division by joining wdavtore, not 
with what precedes, but with what follows, so that the comma 
remains after wovodpma, and mavtote belongs to Seduevos. 

—pvelav tpav trocodpat] To be added in thought: in my 
prayer, when praying, as is spontaneously understood, and as 
ver. 10 intimates (Phil. i 3; 1 Thess. i. 2). 

Ver. 10. A particular form of this ~veia is the desire to come 

et etn acorn nel 
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to them. ém) tav mpocevydy pov] él, with the genitive, as 
often, a preposition of temporal definition (Matt. i. 11). In my 
prayers, which I make in general, and therefore with reference to 
you (Eph. i. 16; 1 Thess. i. 2; Philem. 4). The apostle speaks 
here of the special seasons of prayer in which he brought before 
the Lord his requests, as well as the interests of all churches; 

for it was impossible to remember the Romans in every separate 
intermediate petition. 

—eimrws] si forte expresses the modest reserve of the request. 
—i6n toté] tandem aliquando, seeing that I have desired it 

already so long (Phil. iv. 10). evodobv twa, to lead one by a good 
path, the passive evododcbar = to get a good path, then = to 
have good success, to prosper. The passive always stands in this 
last, metaphorical sense (1 Cor. xvii 2; 3 John 2). Besides, 
there was no motive here for requesting a good path, but only, in 
general, success in coming to them. Sense: if perchance at last 
I might be so successful. The infinitive é\@ezv then depends on 
evodwOyncopar, not on Sedpevos. 

—év Té OeAjpate TOD Peod] to whom all the good subordinate 
their wills (Acts xviii. 21; Rom. xv. 32; 1 Cor. iv. 19, xvi. 7; 
Jas. iv. 15). év, inasmuch as the @édnuwa tod Oeod embraces 
within itself the prosperous issue, the evodotc@au, referred to. 

Ver. 11. The ground (ydp) of the request stated ver. 10 is 
the desire to visit the church, in order to be of use to it. 

émimo0@| The preposition é7é is not used to give strength to 
moGetv, which already expresses fervent longing. ézuvmofeiv te 
may simply mean 7d@ov éyew éri tt. But this analysis does not 
apply in xv. 23. , 

—iva Te peTad@ yxapiopa tiv mvevpatixov] 1 Thess. ii. 8. 
The usual construction is wetadsdovar Tiwi Tivos. We must not 
here think of special miraculous gifts (1 Cor. xii.). Neither 
would such a purpose be identical with the one stated ver. 15; 

_ hor, again, is orypeyPhvar the necessary result of receiving such 
xapicwata, which the apostle himself subordinates (1 Cor. xiii.) 
to the yapioya of love, ascribing to them nothing but a relative 
worth. The ydpucua or dépnua, which the apostle desires to 
impart to them, consists rather in the wiotis, dyarn, dis, 
yvaos, etc., implanted by the preaching of the gospel. But it 
is mvevparexor, as produced by the mvedua &ytov, as whose organ 
the apostle regards himself, and therefore carries in it the nature 
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of this 7vedua. Paul adds modestly a ri: some spiritual gift. 
Luther : something of a spiritual gift. The words tl... yapiopa 

. mvevpatixov are made the more emphatic by the words 
(weTada ... duty) inserted between. 

—els ro ornpxOjvar vpas] The apostle says not: eis 1d 
otnpitew tds, for this becomes God alone (xvi. 25). He is 
only the instrument, hence the passive, Acts xvi. 5. Further, 
the Romans needed strengthening only, not the first work of 
instruction and grounding in truth. 

Ver. 12. rodto Sé éort] elucidates the words eis 70 
oTnprxOfvar twas, whose meaning the apostle qualifies and 
restricts, not merely, as Erasmus says, in a “pia vafrieties et 
sancta adulatio,’ but, withal, in genuine humility. 

—ovprrapaxdynOivar| tapaxarety tiva, to call one near (Acts 
xxviii. 20). The design of this call may be a request or address. 
Hence the meaning: to request or persuade one. The purport of 
this address, converse, persuasion, may be comfort or admonition. 

Hence vrapaxaneiv twa, to confort one, thus Matt. v. 4: waxdpioe 
of wevOobyTesr 6tt adTot TapaxNnOyncovTar; or: to admonish one, 
thus Acts ii. 40: Svewaptipato Kal Trapexdres, Eyov' SwOnre 
amo THS yeveds THs cxodtlas TabTns. Hence also wapaxanreiy, 
mapakdnows often has the meaning of admonitory instruction, 
Acts xiii 15; 1 Thess. ik 3; Tit. i 9: wapaxanrely ev TH, 
diudackaria TH wyawoven, Finally, comforting, admonitory 
address comprehends quickening and strengthening, on which 
account qwapaxanety, to quicken, occurs as synonym of ornpifew, 
to confirm (1 Thess. iii. 2; 2 Thess. ii 17). This last sense 
is peculiarly appropriate in this passage as an exposition of 
omnpiyOjvar: “but this is, to be strengthened, quickened to- 
gether.” To cuprrapaxdyOfvas, neither twas nor yet tuas Kat 

éwavTov is to be supplied, which both ovu- and év dpiv, among 
you, forbid. Rather is Paul to be considered the subject, in 

which case, no doubt, a stricter style of writing would have 
required the express insertion of éué: “that IT may be quickened 
with you and among you.” 

—6ia Tis év adAAnAOLS ToTEws, Bnav Te Kal euod] “ through 
the mutual faith of you and me.” év adAjrows not differing 
from addAnrwv, the apostle employs tuav te Kali éuot, which 
more readily enters into direct dependence on miotews, not viv 
te kal éuol. But the apostle can say that he wishes to be 
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quickened among the Romans through their mutual, common 
faith, because he says that he wishes to be quickened with them 
(cvp-). Thus they also are certainly to be quickened, he 
through their, they through his, faith. Zhe apostle’s invigora- 
tion forming the chief point of the verse, in keeping with this 
vuov is set before éuov. Moreover, this arrangement of words 
bespeaks the delicacy and fine feeling of the apostle. 

Ver. 13. Not content with the desire to see them, he has 

often already resolved to come to them, but hitherto has been 
hindered. ov @éd\w 5é buds ayvociv] A form of notice or com- 
munication often met with in the Pauline epistles (xi. 25; 1 Cor. 
x. 1, xii, 1; 2 Cor.i.8; 1 Thess. iv. 13). In the same sense 

Phil. i. 12: yovdonev Sé buds Bovrowar. The communication 
thus introduced is always of importance for the readers. In this 
passage the frequency of his resolve indicates the sincerity and 
earnestness of his desire to visit them, and by mutual intercourse 
edify himself and them. 

—<aédehdgoi] the usual apostolic address, the dignity of the 
apostolic office resting on the basis of a common brotherhood of 
faith. The former, therefore, is only dwelt on and vindicated 
when some practical purpose compels, never in the interests of 
hierarchical ambition. 

—mTroAnaxis] when the apostle first formed this purpose, and 
how often, cannot be determined. From xv. 23 it follows that 

he first had it in mind many years before writing the epistle. 
—kal éxodvOnv dxpt Tod Sedpo] is to be viewed as a par- 

enthesis, since the following iva ... cy must be joined with the 
preceding 671 moAddKus ... tas. The parenthetical cai, = the 
simple and of sequent thought, is not of itself identical with the 
adversative xairos or 6é, although the latter might also have 
been used. éxwdvOnv, the obstacles to the journey, proceeded 
neither from Satan, as in 1 Thess. ii. 18, nor from the Holy Spirit, 

as in Acts xvi. 6, 7, but as Paul himself says, Rom. xv. 20-23 
(comp. 2 Cor. x. 15), from his desire to preach the gospel in 
regions where it had not yet penetrated. “Magis urgebat ne- 
cessitas locorum, in quibus Christus erat ignotus,’ Grotius. 

Sedpo elsewhere an adverb of place, here only in the N. T. 
of time. 

—iva twa xaprov ox@| Paul says not, that I may do you 
good (éxew, not = wapéyewv), but: that I may have fruit. In 

Putter, Rom. I, C 
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the ardour of his zeal for the gospel, he regards the results of. 
his preaching among the churches as his own harvest-fruit (as 
to xdp7ros, comp. John iv. 36, xv. 5; Phil i 22), as his own 
acquisition. This xdpmos was to him els xavynpa eis tpépav 
Xporod, Phil. ii, 16; d0fa Kai yapa, 1 Thess. ii. 20. But he 
modestly adds a Tuwd. éxeuv, to have, to possess, is not of itself 
equivalent to ctac@ar, ebpicxerv, to obtain, although the apostle 
might have used these expressions just as well. 

—kal év tiv, Kabas Kal év] The doubling of the comparative 
kai is caused by the animation of the language. xal év vyiv, 
xaQas alone was enough, or év bpiv, cabos Kai, Matt. xviii. 33 ; 

Col. iii. 13. To cafes xai we must supply xapmrov exw. eOveow] 
Gentiles, not nations, as ver. 14 shows. No doubt, according 

to Acts xxviii, the apostle preaches the gospel,first in Rome ; 
yet is this course of action, as elsewhere, only subordinate and 
preliminary. It paves the way for preaching among the Gentiles 
(Acts xxvii. 28). 

Ver. 14. To preach the gospel in Rome is not only the Gentile 
apostle’s wish, but his duty. “EAAnves cal BdpBapor is a division 
of the entire world known to antiquity, made from the standpoint 
of Greek civilisation. Originally it was only =Greeks, and those 
of strange tongue or foreigners; then with the secondary notion 
of the cultured in mind and habit, and the intellectually and 
morally uncultured barbarians. Doubtless the Greeks classed 
the Jews, as, later, even Philo does explicitly, with the PapBa- 

pos. But this is altogether opposed to the mode of view of the 
sacred writers, with whom the distinction in religion is so much 
more significant than the different degrees of culture, that they 
divided the entire community of nations into “Iovdator nal éOvn, 
iii. 29, ix. 24. Without doubt, then, from his standpoint, the 

apostle, in the distinction of “EAAnves nal BapRBapo., referred 
only to the Gentile world. Besides, according to Gal. ii. 7, he 
was not opevrérns to the Jews. Yodol te cal avonros elucidates 
still more definitely the meaning of the expression “EAA. Kal 
Bap8., which, used in the first instance merely as a designation 

of diverse nationality, is applied by Paul withal to diverse degrees 
of culture. This addition was the more needful, because, after 

the importation into Italy of the Greek language and culture, the 
Romans no longer, as formerly, reckoned themselves among the 
BapBapos, but yet could not, without qualification, be justly 
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called “EXXnves! But Paul evidently, as ver. 16 intimates, 
reckons the Romans among the cod¢ois. One sees no real reason 
why, if he only wanted to say in general: “I am a debtor to al/ 
nations,” he should have selected the particular national division 
"Exrnves kal BadpBapor. Likewise, it does not seem in place to 
apply codoé and avontox only to individuals on the ground that 
avontot might have been found among the Greeks, as well as 
copoi among the barbarians. The latter, at least the Greeks, 
whose point of view the apostle adopts in his division, would not 
have conceded, and as to the first he says himself (1 Cor. i. 22) 
of the Greek nation in general: “EXAnves codpiav Enrodau. 

—ogerrétns eiui] as is self-evident, without its being ex- 
pressly supplied: edayyeAicacOas or Tov evayyediov, ver. 15. 
The apostle regards the preaching of the gospel as a debt which 
he owes to the Gentiles, for in the obligation to do this his 
divinely instituted office consists (1 Cor. ix. 16,17 ; 2 Cor. iv. 5). 

Ver. 15. of tw] thus, in such circumstances, in such a capacity, 
ae. as debtor to the”EAX. 7. x. BapB. ctr. As regards meaning 
then oft» = in consequence, comp. the xai ottw, Acts vii. 8 ; 
1 Cor. xiv. 25. 
—T0 kat éwé mpoOvpov] Some expositors take mpoOupov as a 

substantivised adjective = mpoOvyia: “as far as lies in me (To 
Kat é€ué) there is readiness,” for éo7/ is understood spontaneously 
(2 Cor. viii. 11). But even if 7d mpo@vpov may stand instead of 
% TpoOupmia, the use of the neuter of the adjective without the 
article for the substantive (mpd@vyov for mpoOuuia) would be 
without example. Others explain 7d kat’ éwé as the subject, 
mpoOvjov as the predicate: “that which concerns me is ready,” 
ae. I, for my part, am ready. But this use of the form 76 cat’ 
éué for the substantive pronoun cannot be verified. The apostle 
would then probably have written To cat éyué, mpoOupos, se. 
eiui, “as far as depends on me, I am ready.” Accordingly, it 
only remains to join together 70 mpoOvupov, and to take cat’ épé 
as a paraphrase of the genitive (comp. Eph. i. 15): 70 Kar’ épé 
TpoOvpov =% mpoOvuta pov. But then xa7’ éué is perhaps to be 
made specially emphatic, in allusion to the hindrances mentioned 

before. “The readiness depending on me exists to preach the 
gospel to you also,” ae. on my part readiness exists, ete. 

1 Comp. Cic. De Fin. ii. 15: ‘‘a quo non solum Graecia et Jtalia, sed etiam omnis 
barbaria commota est.” 
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—xai vuiv Tots év ‘Popuy] Although you belong to the codois, 
this causes me no scruple, as one oferAéTns TOV coder. 

—evayyericacbat| “latet his propositio: Seribam, quae coram 
vellem dicere, de Evangelio,’ says Bengel. 

Ver. 16. The apostle feels no scruple about preaching in Rome 
also, for (ydp) he is not ashamed of the gospel even before the 
wise Romans. Ata later time he calls upon Timothy to manifest 
a similar spirit in the imperial capital (2 Tim. i. 8). In Gal. 
vi. 14, he even boasts of the cross of Christ that formed the 

substance of the gospel." The Lord Himself warns His disciples 
against this false shame (Mark viii. 38). That the gospel is a 
jewpla to the codots Paul declares (1 Cor.i. 22, 23). He is there 
speaking of the Greeks. He had proved this for himself in the 
metropolis of Greek worldly wisdom (Acts xvii. 18, 32). But just 
as little as he had been ashamed of the gospel in Athens or 
Corinth, is he ashamed of it at Rome. Ashamed of the gospel ? 
The consciousness of its peculiar glory forbids it. Thus with the 
words dvvayus yap, up to the end of ver. 17, he passes over to the 
proper subject of the epistle. As here he calls the gospel, so in 
the passage quoted above (1 Cor. i. 24) he calls Christ Himself 
Geod Stvapuv Kai Oeod codiar. 

—TO evayyéduov Tov Xpiotod| The words tod Xpictod are 
wanting in the best manuscripts. There is found for them in © 
other copies the reading tod Oeod, or TodTo, or av’Tov. They are 
accordingly to be regarded as unauthentic, and transferred to this 
place from passages like xv. 29; 1 Cor. ix. 12, ete. 

—dvvamis yap Beod éotw] “a power originating with God, 
proceeding from God.” Or rather with still greater directness 
and force: “a power belonging to God, a power of God in which 
He manifests His energy.” The genitive, therefore, is better taken 
as genit. possess. than as genit. autoris. In the same sense the 
apostle says, 1 Cor. i. 18: 6 AOyos 6 TOD GTaUpod (— TO evayyéNtor) 
Tots ev ATrOAAYpPEVOLS pwpla éoTi, Tots 5é cwLopméevors Huty OvVAMUS 
Jeov éott. But the gospel is God’s power, in so far as it is not 
a mere word of man, explaining and proclaiming God’s works of 
redemption, but is God’s Word really efficacious in conversion. It 
is the phya Oeod that is wadyaipa Tod mvevparos, Eph. vi. 17, it is 
the sword that is the Spirit. It is God’s Word as the bearer and 

1 But we are not in the present passage to suppose a meiosis, or, with Seb. Schmidt, 
a “‘negatio quae contrariam vehementem aftirmationem includit.” 
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channel of God’s Spirit (1 Thess. ii, 13; Heb. iv. 12,13). But 
of course it is this only in so far as it’is the preaching of God’s 
justifying grace in Christ, the grace which is realized by faith. 

Form and substance may not here be severed. 
—eis cwtnpiav| As Paul here calls the gospel a dvvapus Oeod 

eis owTnpiay, so Jas. i. 21 describes it as Aoyou Suvdpevov caaat. 
caTnpla is deliverance from every necessity, danger, and affliction, 
comp. Luke i. 71: owrnpia é& éy@pav, Acts vii. 25, Jude 5, 
of the owrnpia experienced by the people of Israel through Moses ; 
Acts xxvii. 34, Heb. xi. 7, Jas. v. 15, of saving of bodily life. 

But the ruling idea in the N. T. is that of spiritual deliver- 
ance. ‘This consists of itself in cHfeoOas amd THY dpapTiar, 
Matt. i. 21, or év adféces auaptidv, Luke i. 77, which is identical - 

with ANoyifecOas Sixavocvvnv, Rom. iv. 6, 7. As such, it is at the 

same time exemption from the dpyi) Ocod, Rom. i. 18, from Odvaros, 
2 Cor. vii. 10, and from dadm@dea, Phil. i. 28; Luke xix. 10. 

Thus salvation has in the first place a negative side; but with this 
the positive is inseparably interwoven, for pardon of sin, removal 
of wrath and death, is not imaginable without the bestowal of 
grace, of righteousness, and life. The owrnpia, further, is one 

already realized, Luke xix. 9: onpepov ) cwtnpla TO olxw ToUT@ 
éyéveto ; Acts xiii. 26 : 0 Xdyos THs cwrnplas TavTns ; 2 Cor. vi. 2: 
idov, vov nuépa cwrnpias, also Eph. ii. 5; 2 Tim. i. 9; Tit. iii, 5; 
1 Pet. iii, 21. But salvation now realized is only completed in 
the future life. As the positive side is implied in the negative, 
so the future is implied in the present relation. These are, so to 
speak, spontaneously responsive chords. In many passages the 
present and future elements may even be equally probable, pos- 
sibly in 2 Pet. i, 15; Jude 3. Finally, in several passages 
cwTnpia is referred only to completed deliverance, only to 
future salvation. So 1 Thess. v. 8: éAmls cwrnplas, and mrept- 
molnows cwrnpias ; Heb. i. 14: KAnpovopetv cwtnpiar, v. 9, ix. 28 ; 
1 Pet. i. 5, 9: cwrnpia éroiun atroxarupOfvar év Kaipd éaydato 
and 70 TéXos Tis TicTews, cwTnplav \uyav ; comp. Matt. x. 22; 
2 Tim. ii. 10, iv. 18. In the present passage also this last, 
stricter conception of cw npia is to be maintained. The gospel 
is a power that mediates eternal salvation (— future blessedness), 
ver. 16, because it reveals righteousness that avails before God, 
for the former is conditioned by the latter. This acceptation is 
favoured first of all by ch. v., where, after the nature of the 
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dixavocvvyn Oeod éx trictews has been described (iii. 21—iv. 25), the 
nature of salvation is expounded as consisting in the éAmls THs 
d0&ns Tod Oeod, ver. 2. Just as ini. 17 the idea of Sw7, embodied 
in Snoeras, is manifestly related in meaning to or synonymous 
with that of cwrnpia, ver. 16, so we see this fw» described as 
future, v. 17, when it is said of the righteous: év S97 Bacidev- 
covot. But, above all, v. 21 is to be regarded as favouring our 
acceptation, since there the sentence iva . . . ) ydpis BaciNevon 
dia Suxaocvvns eis Conv aioviov may be regarded as a concluding 
recapitulation of the subject announced, i. 16, 17. With this 
agrees Vili. 24, where the apostle in the words 77 yap éAmide 
éowOnpev represents cwtTnpia as future, as in x. 10, where present 

Sixacoctvn is expressly distinguished from future ow Typia, and 
xiii. 11, where the period of salvation is pictured as coming nearer 
and nearer. Comp. also 1 Cor. xv. 1: 70 evayyédov 6 ednyyet- 
odpny bpiv, d Kal Tapenafere, ev 6 Kal EaTHKaTE, Su od Kal oodberOe. 

—ravtl TO TicTevorvTt] cwTnpia exists only for wiarus, but on 
this condition it is universal. 

—Tovdaiw te tpatov kal” EXXnvi] the universality of cwrnpia 
stands opposed to Jewish particularism. Paul strengthens this 
still further by "Iovdalm te cal “EXXnw. But he does not in 
this deny the divinely-ordained priority of the Jews. Rather by the 
apatov he expressly acknowledges it. mp@tov alludes not merely 
to the order of time in the gospel being invariably preached first 
to the Jews (Luke xxiv. 47; Acts xiii. 46), for we should thus 
get a meaning pretty nearly as good as none at all. Rather it 
denotes, as 11. 9, 10 proves, an order of rank. mpatov prumum = 
potissimum. The order of time in preaching is itself grounded 
on Israel’s divinely-instituted order of rank (iii. 1, 2). Only to 
Israel had God bound Himself by promise (ix. 4, xv. 8). To the 
Gentiles He was discharging no debt, but exercising spontaneous 
compassion (xv. 9). They were not «ata diow Krador, but mapa 
pvow éyxevtpicbévtes eis KadXdcéXatov. They bore not the root, 
but the root bore them (xi. 16-25). Thus the Messiah was sent 
to the nation of promise, and only through it and in it to the 
Gentile nations (Matt. xv. 24, 26,27). Of this priority of Israel 
no nation has reason to complain; for it was the means of bring- 
ing salvation to all mankind, inasmuch as only in this way was 
it possible to preserve on earth a central fire of truth from which 
the light of the gospel might be diffused. Moreover, in Christ is 
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a like amount of grace for all, and thus the disparity is again done 
away (Rom. x. 12; Gal. iii. 28, 29; Col. iii. 11). Finally, “EAAnv 
is here to be taken in a wider sense, in contrast to “Iovédaios, as 

ver. 14 in contrast to BadpBapos. Under this title the Greek- 

speaking Gentile world is embraced as representing the entire 
Gentile world (Acts xiv. 1; 1 Cor. x. 32, etc.). 

Ver. 17. The gospel is a Svvayus efs cwTnpiav, because (yap) 
it reveals the S:cacocvvy Oeod, only the righteous being able to claim 
future salvation. Sscarocdvn yap Oeod] The Sixacoctvn Oeod is 
not here, as in iii. 5, an attribute of God, neither His righteous- 

ness, nor His truthfulness, nor His goodness; for these do not in 

any sense proceed from the faith of man (é« wiotews), comp. iii. 
22, and are in no respect dependent on it. Rather this condi- 
tioning of dicavocvvn by wiatis indicates what the subjoined O. T. 
citation (0 Sikasos . . . Enoerac) confirms, that Sccavocvvn here 
denotes a quality in man, or a relation in which he stands. In 
this case the genitive may be regarded as genit. autoris, like é« 
Oeod, as in Phil. iii. 9, t»v éx Oeod Sixavocdvny, expressly stands. 
But there the é« cod is occasioned by the contrast of éuv Sicaco- 
cvvnv. <A decisive reason against this acceptation may not be 
forthcoming. But it seems to us, from the analogy of Rom. 1. 13, 
iii. 20, Gal. iii, 11: Séearov civar, SixarodcOas (ie. to have the 
Sixavocvvn here described) rapa Té Oe@, év@Triov avdTod, that the 
interpretation : righteousness that is such with God, that God holds or 
views as such, is still more appropriate and more in harmony with 
the context. Luther: righteousness which avails before God. Gram- 
matically this meaning is certified by Jas. i. 20: dpy? yap avdpos 
Sixatoovvny Geod od xatepydtetar. In this case the genitive is 
either the genitive of objective reference, or even of subjective 
belonging to; for this righteousness belongs to God in so far as 

it is what it is only by His judgment, avails as such with Him. 

1 This tells also against the view advanced by Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, ii. 1, p. 
625 ff., and received by Ortloph, who follows him here as almost everywhere, Rémerbr. 
p. 43, according to which dixesmcdvn é2od denotes something which is primarily 

God’s own, a righteousness restored, realized by God, which is proclaimed through 
the N. T. ministry, and becomes ours by faith. But such an objective righteous- 
ness, restored in Christ, could be revealed only ¢y siayyéasw, not also éx wriersws, 
as is said in the present verse through both at once. The gospel would reveal 
it, and faith receive it as revealed, but faith would not itself reveal it. And how 

could such a righteousness be called (iii. 22) a dixcsoc. 6. 31% wiorews "I. X.? That 
in this a purely subjective righteousness, peculiar to man only, not to God, is meant, 
the expository Sixccsovpeevor Supecy, ver. 24, shows. 
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The definition: righteousness availing before God, at all events 
blends more readily than the other: righteousness proceeding 
from God, with the forensic, declaratory elements of the Pauline 
doctrine of justification. And in the statement of the very subject 
of the epistle we look for the greatest possible clearness of 
expression. iii. 23, 26, 30 proves nothing against this accepta- 
tion. AvKkavocvvn Ocov consequently, as already said, is that quality 
of righteousness, that righteousness of man which God accepts as 
such, which avails as such before God. Its dogmatic conception 
will become apparent from the subsequent exposition. 

—év avTé aroxadvrretat] It is revealed in the gospel, inas- 
much as the very news brought by the gospel is what the dcmaco- 
acvuvn Qeod consists in and how it is obtained. “Azroxadv’rterat, 
comp. ili. 21: wedavépwrar. It has become manifest (7epavépwrar), 
because it is revealed through the gospel (azroxadvmretas). The 
present tense marks the unbroken continuance of the evangelic 
proclamation. Only the gospel discloses the way, once concealed, 
to Suxatoovvn and cwtypia. The previous testimony through 
the prophets is but the promise of a way to be opened hereafter, 
not the glad news of the opening itself accomplished, ésrayyenia, 
not evayyédvov. The revelation of pre-Christian days is as to its 
nature a revelation of law, in which prophecy, even as to its form 
coming forth under an O. T. veil of mystery, appears merely as a 
precursor of the N. T. revelation of grace. 

—ék miotews eis Tictwv] sc. odoa or ywomévn, for it is to be 
joined with S:caroctvn Ocod. The reason of Sixavootvn Oeod 
coming first is the practical importance of this conception. But 
it is not to be explained: from faith to faith, in the sense of 
referring to the growth of faith; for the apostle is treating of 
justification that springs from faith, not of the growth of faith, 
on which justification of itself does not depend. It might be 
better explained: the dv«. Geod is revealed as coming from faith, 
in order that it may be believed, efs riotw = ut fides habeatur. But 
such an addition pretty nearly amounts to nothing. If righteous- 
ness, availing before God, arises from faith, it is self-evident that 

it is meant to be believed. Besides, on grammatical grounds, eis 
miotw for eis TO meoteverOas could scarcely be justified. The 
only interpretation then remaining is: the righteousness availing 
before God is revealed as coming from faith unto faith. miotus 
is the condition of dvcasoctvn, even as it is the organ appropriating 
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Scxatocvvyn. In this way the import and significance of réatus is 
made prominent. eis riot, for faith, is thus as to meaning = eis 
Tous muoTevovTas, iii. 22; Gal. iii. 22. Similarly Oecumen. early 
interpreted: did tictews dpyetas Kal eis TOY MucTEvoVTAa AyyEL, 
sc. Suxacoctvn cod, only that for Ajyes it would be better to say 

épyerau. 
—xabos yéypartat| That the righteousness availing before 

God comes from faith, is confirmed by the prophetic testimony 
of the O. T. Thus is evinced the truth of the declaration, 

ver. 2: 6 mpoernyyeiAato Sua Tov TpodnTav avTod év ypadais 
dyiats. The passage cited is taken from Hab. ii. 4. In the 
pect text it runs : mn eis *e, a The ohne translate (after 

Paul, after the here eck emitted pov. On the correctness of the 
translation : the righteous shall live through his faith (not : through 
his uprightness), as well as on the present passage in general, 
comp. Delitzsch, der Proph. Habakuk, p. 51 ff. The punctuation 
after miatews (6 S€ Sixasos éx wictews, EnoeTac), not in correspond- 
ence with the Hebrew text, which most modern expositors assume, 

does not of itself appear necessary, and accordingly, for the sake 
of conformity to the original text, not admissible. That righteous- 
ness comes by faith, may be demonstrated not only by the fact 
that life is adjudged to him who is righteous by faith (6 ddkasos éx 
mictews), but also by the fact that it is said the righteous (0 
dixacos) has life only by faith (€« miotews Enoetar). The em- 
phasis lies plainly on writes. Comp. also Wieseler on Gal. iii. 11, 
p- 252 f. For the connection of é« mioctews with Sncerar, Heb. 

x. 38 also is decisive. Moreover, if the conneétion were with 

Sixavos, one would have expected to see the words arranged: 6 8é 
éx miotews Sixacos. The dé is only transferred ‘rom the LXX. 
But Delitzsch justly remarks, ibid. p. 50: “The apostle brings 
nothing to this passage that it does not contain. » All that he does 
is to set its meaning—that the life of the righféous comes from 
faith—in the light of the New Testament.” ‘T ¢e Pauline quota- 
tion is the more warranted, as Habakkuk, like *tsaiah, brings into 

z Zwingli’s interpretation is a strange one: “‘ trust in thePtue, faithful God” = 
tx wiorsws cis roy ricrev. Similarly Mehring: ‘‘by faith in fa Mhfulness.”” When he 
commends this interpretation for its great ature’ it is WUbarkable that no one 
hit upon it before. But such a change in the meaning of wis could be the less 
conceived in the present connection, as justifying faith is not ¢¥aith in God’s faith- 
fulness, but in God’s grace and compassion. 
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comparison with each other the lower deliverance from exile and 
the higher Messianic deliverance. Thus to him also justifying and 
sanctifying faith is faith in the salvation of redemption. Accord- 
ingly the theme of the epistle, enunciated vv. 16, 17, is as fol- 

lows : “ The righteousness that avails before God comes to all men 
from faith only, and only this righteousness of faith has cwrnpia 

for its result.” 
That faith only brings righteousness availing before God, follows 

from the fact that all men are sinners. As such, they are not able 
by their own works to lay claim to divine righteousness as a 
reward, but only by faith to flee for refuge to divine grace. That 
all men are sinners the apostle proves from ch. i. 18 to ch. 
iii. 20, that accordingly only faith in the gospel is left them as 
the sole means of salvation, ch. iii. 21-31. But as in ver. 16 

of this chapter it is said that maéotis brings cwrnp/a to Jews in 
the same way as to Gentiles, so he proves afterwards that, since 
Jews, like Gentiles, are considered as sinners, destitute of the 

Suxatoctvn Oeod, they have no cwrnpia to expect, but instead are 
exposed to the dpyyj and Sicatoxpicia tod Oeod. He gives the 
proof of this as to the Gentile world, ch. 1. 18-32; as to the 
Jewish world, ch. ii—iii. 20. "Iovdaious te cal “EXAnvas Tavtas 
id’ duaptiay eivae (iii. 9) is the theme of this entire train of 
reasoning, which falls into two distinct parts. The apostle com- 
mences with the Gentile world, whose sinfulness was more obvi- 

ous to sight, and then passes over to the Jewish world, as to 
which proof was necessary that, although in possession of the 
Aoyla Tod Oeod, and in spite of their supposed Sccaroctvn && 
épywv vouov, they were in no respect better than the Gentile 
world. This false Sccavootvn é&€ Epywv gave him the most apt 
point of transition to the delineation of the true dvcatoctyn éx 

TITTEWS. \ 

Ver. 18. The righteousness that avails before God comes from 
faith, because men “being aceBeis and dévxot, unless they flee for 
refuge to mors, | they bags only the épy7 Geod to expect. a7roxa-_ 
AUTTETAL] in a itithetical relation to dmoxaddarerat (ver. 17). 
’"Aroxanvrrew, to reveal something hidden, always refers, like the 
subst. amoxadvuyris in the N. T., when God is the revealing sub- 
ject, to an extraordinary revelation through miraculous acts, 
through the words of prophets and apostles, or inwardly through 
the Spirit of God. The proof of this an examination of every 

} 
/ 

| 
\ 
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clavis will supply. By doxadvyus, then, is not denoted a 
revelation of nature, history, reason, or conscience, as this is 

effected in accordance with the regular or natural laws of the 
universe or of the human spirit ; for what is revealed through these 
powers is simply a gavepov, no pvoripioy arroxexpuppévov in 
need of dazoxdAvus.' Accordingly, admoxadvrreras in the pre- 
sent passage also can only express such an extraordinary, super- 
natural manifestation. The dmoxadvis here meant takes place, 
as ii. 5 also proves, év 7pépa dpyfs Kat arroxadtwews Kai diKato- 
Kpiclas Tod Oeod. The present tense, then, is to be taken as future, 

and is used because the judgment-day is described as a matter of 
fact, whose occurrence is absolutely certain. Comp. Luke xvii. 30: 
7 Hepa 6 vids Tod avOpwrrov arrokah’rretat. This interpretation 
is found first in the Greek exegetes, Chrysost., Theodor., Theophyl., 
and Oecumen. <A doubt certainly arises here, that in this way 
the strict correspondence between dzoxadvrretas (ver. 18) and 
amoxanvrrretat (ver. 17) is done away. According to this corre- 
spondence, the present tense seems in this verse also to denote a 
continwous divine act of revelation. On this account it will/be 

more correct to think of the whole series of precursory and pre- 
paratory apocalypses of wrath, which find their goal and (heir 
completion in the final, absolute apocalypse at the Parousia. To 
this series belongs the expulsion from Paradise, the Deluge, the 
Dispersion of Nations, and Division of Tongues. As universal 
judgments affecting the entire human race, these are foreshadow- 
ings and prophetic types of the final judgment. But the same 
holds good of all reyelations of wrath and justice/ accomplished 
among and upon Israel. They are all directed against the 
apostasy of the nation from the true God and its abandonment 
to idolatry, in which, so to speak, the original sin of all mankind 

was represented and received punishment. Hence also the ter- 
rible revelation on Sinai begins with the prohibition of idolatry. 
Other expositors, also understanding dmoxadvrrerac of an extra- 
ordinary revelation, refer it to the revelation év evayyedlo. But 

apart from all objections to the view itself, in that case the supple- 

' Meyer (i. 74) calls this interpretation of the biblical conception of divine éroxd- 

Avs a mistaken one, Mehring also agreeing with him. But Jj must still abide by it, 
because all the striking passages in which God is the revealing subject express it with 
the clearest certainty. Comp. Er. Schmid, Tessie, ed. Bruder, s.v. droxaardarcey 

and axoxdAvyis. That in the present passage also a supernaturad revelation is spoken 
oi, the az’ ovpavor intimates. ; 
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ment é€v avt@ to aroxadvrreras could not be left out. Again, 
the amoxddvwis Oeod, here spoken of, is not to be found in the sur- 
render to sinful lusts (vv. 24, 26, 28); for this surrender is no 
atoxaauipes effected through miraculous acts, through the Word 
or Spirit of God, and although those Gentile lusts are indeed a 
poena peccati, they are, on the other hand, peccata that still await 
the dzrox. dpy. or the Kpiwa tod Geod (ii. 2). Other interpretations, 
such as that of the revelation through the inner light of reason 
and conscience, or through sudden destruction rained down from 
heaven, and the like, are still less to the point. 

—épy? Ocod] Just as little as dyarn is manifestation of love is 
opyn manifestation of wrath, as metonymia causae pro effectu= 
KoAacls, Tyuwpia. Rather does opyy denote an inner modification 
of the divine nature itself, the inwardly energetic antagonism and 
repellent force of its holiness in relation to human sin, which 
divine affection without doubt finds its expression in the infliction 
of punishment. 

—<am’ ovpavod| where is the seat of the Omniscient, Holy, 
Almighty, Omnipresent God, whence therefore proceeds every 
judgment of God (Ps. lxxvi. 8), whence, too, the Judge of the 
living and the dead will descend (Phil. ii. 2 0). The words are 
to te joined with amoxadvrretat, not with opyn or Qcov, because 

then the‘article would not be omitted before am’ ovpavod (Luke 
mite les): 

av acéBeav Kal adixiav] acéBea a religious, aduxia 
an ethical conception, a distinction to be firmly held here, where 
both words are found together. The first denotes irreligious- 
ness, godlessness, idolatry (2 Pet. 1. 5; 2 Tim. it, 16); the 
second, immorality, wickedness, heathen vices, ver. 29: sezmAn- 

popevous Tdcn dducia. aoéBera=sins against the first, addvcda = 
sins against the second table. Thus even in aévxia, in the stricter 
sense, an indirecf religious reference is not wanting. But the 
subjoined aévcia \in this verse embraces a wider sphere, denotes 
deviation from the divine norm in general (1 John i. 9; 1 Pet. 
iii, 18; Acts xxiv. 15), and alludes to ovy ws Ocov S0Eafew H 
evyapioreiy, ver. 21. On waoa, Theophylact remarks, after Chry- 
sost.: 9 wéev adnOns Natpela kal 9 evoéBera pia, 7 SE acéBeva 
modvoxtons. But this distinction is more worthy of note on 
its own account than as an explanation of the word in the present 
passage. Sg is simply = every possible, all and every (ver. 29). 

/ 
/ 
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—avOpdrov, tov thy adnbeav év abdixia KatexovT@v] ad7jOeva 
here is not the special truth of the gospel, but, as the following 
verses suggest, the true knowledge of God, such as is obtained 
through contemplation of His works. sxatéyew either = to hold 
fast, firme tenere (1 Cor. xv. 2; 1 Thess. v. 21), or: to hold back, 

to hinder, impedire (2 Thess. ii. 7). Here clearly the latter, for 
the Gentiles had not held fast the truth, but, according to ver. 21, 
lost it. Oecumen. strikingly explains xaréyew by xadvrreu, 
yvepuns tovnpla érucKxorifev, as Philo also mentions, Opp. I. p. 1, 
Tous puOcKols TAdCpacL THY GAnOeay éTiKptravtas. The cor- 
rupt heart is a hindrance to knowledge entering into the spirit, 
and, in addition, checks its continuance and active development. 
Every religious error has a moral root, wherefore Holy Scripture 
invariably charges its guilt upon the conscience of man. €év adixia 
not=ddixws, for that to hinder the truth is unrighteous is self- 
evident, but to be taken instrumentally: through unrighteousness. 
Finally, in the words av@pwrev tev «tr. the apostle expresses 
himself quite generally; but still, as ver. 19 ff. shows, he is 
thinking of the Gentiles, and of them exclusively, for he passes 
on to describe the Jews only in ii. 1.7 

Ver. 19 gives the reason for which God’s wrath justly falls on 
the men who hinder the truth by unrighteousness. 6:0T«] con- 
tracted from 80’ 6 Tu, propter quod, quam ob rem, wherefore, in the 
beginning of a sentence like the Latin quare = therefore. But in 
the N. T. Score never stands in this meaning, but always dio. 
Rather is évoTe there invariably used in the sense of dca TovTo ote, 
propter hoc quod, quia, because, which in the beginning of a sen- 
tence spontaneously passes over into the meaning: for. So here, 
for the apostle’s language has more demonstrative force if we put 

a period before dvéte. . 
—T0 yvwoTtov tod Geod] In classical Greek yvworos for the 

most part means: knowable; yvwtos, known. But in the Hellenistic 

Meyer justly observes that the designation 2»éjaawy is intended to make apparent 
the audacity of this God-opposing conduct. Mehring has vainly tried to prove, in 
opposition to the clearly apparent meaning of the description which is immediately 
subjoined, and which is applicable only to the Gentiles, that the apostle (vv. 18-32 of 
the first chapter) has the Jews just as much as the Gentiles in view. The apostle 
commences with the delineation of Gentile idolatry as the universal human sin, the 
original sin of man in general. Israel was the people of God taken out of this general 
mass of humanity by positive revelation. As far as they fell into idolatry they had 
ceased to be Israel and become a Gentile people. And this was not at all the charac 
teristic of the strongly anti-pagan Judaism of that age 
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dialect of the N. T. yywtos does not occur. In the LXX. and 
the N. T. only is yyworos found, and, indeed, without exception, 

as the Lexicons prove, in the sense: known, as eg. Luke i. 44; 

John xviii. 15; Acts i. 19, xv. 18, xxviii 22. -In the same 

way dyveortos, unknown (Acts xvii. 23). To yvaortov tod Geod is 
therefore not = that which may be known of God (éep Svvatov 
éott yvwoOjvat, Oecumen.). Besides, this would give an inap- . 
propriate and withal wrong meaning. For neither was the ques- 
tion in hand here what could and could not be known respecting 
the divine essence, nor, moreover, did the Gentiles in point of fact 

know everything respecting God which it was possible to know, 
seeing that, as the apostle himself presently says, they only had 
access to what is disclosed as to God’s essence through nature and 
reason, not what is disclosed through revelation. To yyworov tod 

Jeod is then = that which is known respecting God, 1.e. what is known 
respecting God through the universal revelation of nature and 
reason, what all men know respecting God, in distinction from 
what is received through special revelation. This interpretation 
appears so pertinent and natural that we need seek no other. 

—év avtois] in them, ii. 15: év tats Kxapdiaus avtav, in their 
consciousness, Which interpretation also suits the subjoined avtots 
édavépwoe and voovpeva xabopatas (ver. 20). Therefore not: 
among them. 

—épavepwoe] through the creation of the world and the 
bestowal of the vovs, which, from observation of the works of 

nature, is able to arrive at certain knowledge of God. Paul says 
avepovy, not atoxadvrrewv, because the former may also denote 
a revelation mediated by natural means, the latter only one 
mediated supernaturally by God. This verse, then, is to be ren- 
dered: the knowledge of God (quod notum est de Deo = notitia Det, 
the objective yvaous Oeod) is manifest in them (=ywooxover 
tov Oeov davepos. Luther: for that it is known that there is a 
God, is manifest in them), for God manifested it to them. 

Ver. 20. Indication to what extent God has revealed the know- 
ledge of Himself. The mark of parenthesis is to be erased, the 
passage supplying a confirmatory explanation of the foregoing, no 
mere subordinate thought by way of digression. 1a ddpata avTov | 
not so much: His invisible essence, which would be To déparo», 
as rather: His invisible attributes (hence the plural). Doubtless 
in point of fact both are identical, the attributes constituting the 
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divine essence. God is ddpatos, in so far as He is hidden from 
the senses, 1 Tim. i. 17, vii 16; and Philo, De Monarch.: o 
aopatos Kal povn Svavola KatadnT TOs. 

—xafopata:] the invisible is seen,—an oxymoron, which is 
explained and softened by the addition voovpeva. It is perceived, 
that is, not with the bodily eyes, but with the eyes of the spirit. 
It is perceived with the vods, with the reason. «xa@opav is chosen 
with special fitness, because it is mediated by the srompata, the 
works perceptible by sense. x«a@opday often in the sense of axpiBas 
opav, pervidere, i.e. clare videre, perspicere. So perhaps here also. 

—rois Trounpact] dativus instrumentt to be joined with xa@o- 
pata. MYO, roinua, that which is produced by creation, ra 
jwompara, the entire sum of created products. Accordingly, God’s 
historical dealings are not to be thought of. The revelation here 
meant takes place from the earliest beginning of things (aro xticews 
xooov), therefore before even the opening of human history, and 
reveals, above all, the aiévos Svvapyis, which comes forth with 
special distinctness in the observation of nature. Add to this 
that history, in which human freedom, and consequently wicked- 
‘ness, forms a significant factor, could not be so absolutely descri' ved 
as Toinua Beat. God’s invisible attributes become visible with 

the reason through His works. 
—dmd Kticews Koopou] since the creation of the world. «azo, 

particle of temporal definition (inde a, Matt. xxiv. 21; Mark x1 6; 
Rom. xv. 23). Therefore not: through the creation of the world, 
which would make a useless tautology with tots moujpacr. Also 
KTiols KOT“ou=KaTaBoryn Kocpou, is not: amd KTicews, in the 
sense of: through creation. But through the act of. creation 
(ktiows xdcpuov), invisible in itself, the existence of God cannot be 
apprehended. 
— te aidios avtod Svvapuis Kalb Oesorns] His eternal power as 

well as His Godhead, apposition to Ta dopata avtod. "Aisd.os, 
from aed, eternal, not to be confounded with aidys, invisible. That 
the universe has an absolute cause, not identical with the world 

itself, is an irrefragable postulate of the human reason, which 
abides as an innate, latent principle in the soul, and by contem- 
plation of the works of creation is developed and comes forth 
into consciousness. But this absolute cause of the world deter- 
mines itself first of all as eternal omnipotence, because in the sur- 
vey of nature man is struck, above everything, with the contrast 



48 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

between its vastness and glory, pointing to the dvvayis of the 
Creator, and the transitory, perishable character, the dependence 
and limitation, of all finite existence which we are yet compelled 
to deny of the Author of that existence, and the contrast leads us 
to the conception of His aiévos Svvayis. The pantheistic inter- 
pretation of the idea of God is not, indeed, expressly controverted 

by the apostle. It is only the result of speculative refinement, 
the philosophical expression of practical apostasy from fellowship 
with the personal God, and of a state of actual self-surrender to 
the impersonal spirit of the world and nature. Unbiassed con- 
templation of the world cannot adopt the monstrous opinion that 
the cause of a world fashioned after wise designs, a world which 
comes to its highest flower and bloom in the self-conscious spirit 
of man, is an unconscious force, a blindly-working energy. The 
“1” must needs call the cause of its existence “ Thou,” for “ nihil 

est in effectu quod non prius fuerit in causa.” The apostle here, 
so to speak, employs the cosmological and physico-theological or 
teleological argument for the existence of God, which certainly, 
as an argument for the existence of the personal God, only pos- 
sesses absolute demonstrative force and cogency for the human 
spirit that is unbeclouded by sin and clearly conscious to itself of 
the significance of its own personality. Upon the Old Testament 
allusions to the visibility in His works of creation of the eternal 
God in Himself invisible, comp. Umbreit, Der Brief an die Rimer 
auf dem Grunde des A. T.’s ausgelegt, p. 202 ff. — Ocorns, from 
Ocios, divinitus, divinity, to be distinguished from Oedrns, deitus, 
deity. Oevotns in the N. T. only here, @eorns only Col. ii. 9. 
The Oesorns of God consists in the complex of His divine attri- 
butes, to which belongs His aiévos Svvayus. This, as the element 
in the knowledge of God first suggested by contemplation of the 
world, is made specially prominent. The eternal power of God, 
and im general (kai) His entire Oecdrns, are perceived mentally 
through the wounuata. The «ad subjoined to the te implies the 
notion of cumulation and climax, comp. Aeschyl. Theoph. 54: 
To 8 evtuyeiv, 70d év Bpotois Peds te Kat Oeod mréov. With 
Svvapis Kal Oevorns, comp. Cic. Quaest. Tusc. i. 43: “vis (S¥vapss) 
et natura divina (OecdrTns).” 

—eis To elvat avTovs dvatroXoyntous| so that they are inexcus- 
able, 1.e. knowing God’s invisible nature through His works, they 

are inexcusable for hindering the truth by unrighteousness. It 
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is not to be explained: that they may be inexcusable, because the 
next verse does not prove the divine intention to render them 
inexcusable, but simply establishes the fact of their inexcusable- 

ness. For the rest, the telic acceptation does not of itself neces- 

sarily involve unconditional predestination. It is possible that 
the divine purpose itself has come to pass on condition and 
in foresight of self-incurred, guilty rejection of the means for 
truly knowing God presented in creation. As comments on 
the meaning of this verse, expositors give the following striking 

quotations :—Aristot. De Mundo, c. 6: maon Ovnth pices yevo- 
pevos abewpntos dm avtav Tav épywv Oewpeirar o Oeds; Cic. De 
Divin. ii. 72: “esse praestantem aliquam, aeternamque naturam, 

et eam suspiciendam, admirandamque hominum geneti, pulcritudo 
mundi, ordoque rerum coelestium cogit confiteri;” Tuscul. 1. 29: 
“Sic mentem hominis, quamvis eam non videas, wt Dewm non vides ; 
tamen, ut Dewm agnoscis ex ejus operibus, sic ex memoria rerum, 
et inventione et celeritate motus, omnique pulcritudine virtutis 
vim divinam mentis agnoscito.” Comp. also Wisd. Sol. xiii. 1-1), 
as well as ov« dudptupov éavtov adjxev, Acts xiv. 17 and xvii. 
25-27. Further, when the apostle makes the idea of God come 
into existence through rational observation of the works of creation, 
he does not thereby exclude the mediating agency of the word of 
divine primeval revelation, which gives the meaning of these works, 
and trains the human’ spirit to understand them. Directly that 
this agency has answered its purpose—the development of the pure 
knowledge of God,—supposing the heart only to continue in its 
normal attitude towards God, this knowledge may even of itself 
retain its original purity through constant contemplation of nature 
and the teaching of unadulterated tradition. 

Ver. 21. The reason of the inexcusableness of men lies in the 
fact that, in spite of their true knowledge of God, they yet in 
heart turned away from God, and thus obscured the knowledge 
which had its abode within them. dtu] for, as in ver. 19. 

—-yvovtes Tov Oecv] not: when they might have known God, 
also certainly not, though grammatically possible: when they had 
once known God, but: when or although they knew God. The 
partic. aor. here, as often, coincides as to its temporal incidence 
with the notion of the verb finit. éd0facav. The part. praes. 
yweoxortes then was not called for. The former wrong accep- 
tations had their origig in the mistaken notion that Paul could 

Puintrrt. Row. I. . D 
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not at one and the same time attribute to the Gentiles correct 
knowledge of God and obscuration of the same by apostasy 
to idolatry. But this is the very meaning of tyv adjGevav ev 
adixia Katéxew, on which Bengel observes: “veritas in mente 
nititur et urget: sed homo eam impedit,’—as well as of 76 ywworov 
t. 0. havepov éotw év avtots. In fact, in heathenism the correct 
idea of God is ever present. This is proclaimed in the unceasing 
effort on the part of heathenism to raise itself out of the multi- 
plicity, limitation, and moral imperfection of its pantheon to the 
conception of a single, unlimited, holy Being. In its idea of the 
one true God—an idea standing above it and in its background, an 
idea ever emerging and ever disappearing—polytheism carries in 
its bosom the sentence of its own condemnation. Comp. Ter- 
tullian’s treatise, de Testimonio Animae, and Nagelsbach, Dze 

homerische Theologie, pp. 11—70, especially pp. 12, 37. 
—s Gedy] i.e. as possessor of the aidios Svvawis Kal Oeorns. 

| —éd0£acav] sc. aitov. They gave Him not the d0fa due to 
Him for His divine attributes, on which account the apostle on 
his part (ver. 25), in opposition to idolatry, concludes with the 
doxoiogy due to God. 

—nvxapictncay] sc. avt@. As the divine attributes in and 

of themselves summon do€aZevv, so their relation to man, or the 

benefits flowing through. them to man, summon evyapzoteiv. 
But he that gives not God the d0£a due to Him, and with- 

holds from Him evyapiotia, by this aversion of heart forfeits 
also the true knowledge of God; for the knowledge of God has 
its abiding root only in loving fellowship with Him. Hence 
Gdn’ éwatawOnoav év toils Siadoyopois avTav] patavcbar= 
patatoy yéverOau, the Heb. 203 =to become foolish. Elsewhere 
also the apostle ascribes wataoTns Tod vods to the Gentiles, Eph. 
iv. 17. Comp. 1 Pet. i. 18 with reference to the fact that ra 
pataa Acts xiv. 15, answering to the Heb. 727 Jer. ii. 5, serves 
to denote worthless idols. The man who forsakes the true God, 

unable to remain without God, takes what is worthless for his 

God, and thus becomes a patatos, Ps. exv. 8. Atadoysopuoi ever 
figure in the N. T. as wovnpot, xaxot, because denoting spiritual 
functions of the natural man. They are now cogitationes, thoughts 
‘Matt. xv. 19); now ratiocinationes, reasonings, reflections (Luke 
v. 22); now dubia, doubts (Luke xxiv. 38). Here the first, 
there being no ground for supposing a-special reference to the 



CHAP. I. 22. Bel 

ratiocinationes, the reasoned conclusions of philosophers. Besides, 
in this way the features characterizing the origin of heathenism 
universally would, it is evident, be confined within too narrow 
limits. 

—xai éoxoticOn 7» adovvetos adtav Kapdia] expresses a climax. 
Their capdia was aovveros, because their dcaXoysopol, which have 
their roots in the xapéva, the centre of spiritual life (Matt. xv. 19), 
had become paravos, and in addition this dovveros xapdia was 
enveloped in oxoros, te. they sank to the lowest depth of spiritual 
darkness. 

The apostle then does not regard heathenism as the first and 
necessary stage in the development of the religious consciousness, 
from which mankind by degrees raised itself by progressive 
spiritual culture to the pure, monotheistic conception of God. 
Rather, on the contrary, heathenism presents itself to him as an 
apostasy of the human spirit from the primitive, unsullied know- 
ledge of God,—an apostasy brought about by guilty alienation 
of the heart from God. Mankind did not ascend from degrada- 
tion to honour, but fell from honour to degradation. Only on 
such principles, then, can a true Christian philosophy of religion 
be built. If heathenism is not an apostasy, Christianity is not 
a restoration. Finally, the apostle regards apostasy to idolatry 
as an act common to all mankind before Christ. Hence he 
expresses himself in the aorist yvovtes ovx éddfacav. The 
successive generations are severally and jointly responsible for 
the act of the primitive heathen generation; or rather the con- 
sciousness of God, which on the one hand is perpetually renewed 
through the revelation of nature and reason, is on the other subject 
to a process of perpetually renewed obscuration. This adAn@ea, 
erlyvwors Geov, continually asserting itself in the oxoros and 
dyvora of heathenism (Eph. iv. 18; Acts xvii 30), but yet 
continually overborne, is the accusing religious conscience of 
heathenism. Comp. also on the entire picture of Gentile immor- 
ality, ver. 20 ff; Wisd. Sol. xiii—xv. Meyer justly observes, with 
reference to Nitzsch and Bleek, that the reminiscence in this 

section of the book of Wisdom, both collectively and in details, 

is unmistakeable (i. 83). We add: a significant argument for 
retaining the Apocrypha. ' 

Ver. 22 summarizes the preceding ¢watawmlnoay ... xapdia, 
adding at the same time a new element of their pwpia, namely, 
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puckovTes civat copoi] packew, dictitare, prae se ferre, to assert, 
pretend. So also Acts xxiv. 9, xxv. 19, and Rev. ii. 2, according 
to the lectio recepta. The apostle does not here mean exclusively 
philosophers, nor exclusively the wise and cultured in general, 
although his statement holds good of all these in an eminent 
degree ; but he has in view as well the chief representatives of 
wise conceit and cultured pride universally among Gentile nations 
—Indians, Egyptians, Greeks. Even heathenism deemed itself 
cogia in comparison with the pwpia of God’s truth. 

—épuwpavOncar] i.e. wwpo! éyévovto, 1 Cor. i. 20, ii. 19. 

Ver. 23. Consequence or expression of the patazorns, of the 

cKoTos and pwpla. dAaEav] The Greeks say a\Xaocew Ti Tivos 
or avti twos; Paul: adXdoocew Ti év Ti, ver. 25, like the Heb. 

2127. The ey is instrumental, permutare rem per rem or re. 
With the contents of this verse, comp. Ps. evi. 20: cal 7A\XNaEavTo 
thy boEav avTav év opotmpate pooyou écGovtos xoptov, and Jer. 
ii. 11: 0 6€ Xaos pou NAAGEaTO THY Soéav avTod. 
—rv So€av tod apOaptov Gcod] The d0fa Geos, TiN. 7133, is 

the result of the complex of His attributes discoverable from the 
revelation of nature (ver. 20). In the enjoyment of these per- 
fections, which are raised far above everything finite, God has 
doga, glory, which symbolically makes itself known in the 
effulgent light of the manifested God streaming forth everywhere. 
‘But God is called adp@apros in antithesis to P@aptos avOpwrros, 
‘as also His immortality of itself distinguishes Him in charac- 
teristic fashion from the mortal creation, 1 Tim. i. 17, vi. 16: 

0 povos éywv abavaciar. 
| —év opolwpmate eixovos] is no empty pleonasm, but: the like- 

ness of the image = the likeness found in the image, in so far as 
the image possesses the likeness of that which it represents. As 
in, the Greek cultus the image of @@aptos dv@pwros was chiefly 
worshipped, so in the Egyptian was the eixwy merewdv kat 
TeTpaTrodwy Kal épTreT@v, as is shown in the worship of Ibis, Apis, 
and snakes; Wisd. xiii 10: ameuxacwata Cowv. See similar 
classifications of the animal creation, Gen. i. 28,30; Acts x. 12. 

This verse may at the same time intimate, or at least it may be 
here’ remarked, how man, in the folly of unnatural idolatry, 
completely reversed all primitive, divinely-fixed order, seeing that, 
himself created in God’s image, he re-made God after his own image, 
and installed as lord of the animal world, Ps. viii. 7-9, he degraded 
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himself to be its servant and suppliant. The adoration of images 
of men and beasts on the part of the Gentile people, the statues 
being held partly themselves to be gods, partly inhabited by gods, 
was indeed the lowest depth of polytheistic pwpia. Nevertheless 
even the most refined worship of natural forces symbolized by 
these images, or pantheistic absorption into the primal force, which 
carries and comprehends these forces within itself, was but an 
imaginary coda, in principle not really different from the former 
Hopia. Inwardly estranged from the true God, man fell a prey 
to the powers of nature and human life, a grosser or more refined 
idolater. 

The consequence of idolatry is immorality, consisting partly in 
the vice of unnatural lust, vv. 24-27, partly in other offences 
of every kind, vv. 28-32. Ver. 24. dv0 cat] Wherefore also ; as, 
that is, they had dishonoured God, so God also (ka‘) gave them 
up, etc. «as notes a corresponding relation here between sin and 
punishment, in Phil. ii. 9 between righteousness and approving 
recompense. 

—rapédwxev avtovs 6 Oeds] Chrysostom’s interpretation: 70 
mapéowxev evtavda elacev éots, and Theodoret’s: To mapédwxev 

avti Tod cuvey@pnoe TéOeKe, are not adequate, for mapadidovar 
means not: to permit, éav, Acts xiv. 16, éaroctéAnew, Ps. 
Ixxxi. 12, but to give up, surrender. The consequences of his 

apostasy from God are no longer in man’s own power; but as 

God orders, decrees, and judges, they arise in forms of sin the 
most diverse, Ps. lxix. 27. No doubt these sins are developed 
only through the withdrawal of God’s Spirit from fallen man, not 
through His direct action. Still in this withdrawal and its issues, 
that is, in the entrance upon a path of unrestrained crime and 
vice, the avenues to which God opens and levels for man, a positive 
divine infliction of punishment takes place, comp. Ps. Ixxxi. 12; 
Isa. vi. 10; Mark iv. 12; 2 Thess. ii. 11; Ecclus. iv. 19: dap 
‘amoTNavnOh, éyxatareter adtov Kal Tapadoce: avtov eis Yeipas 
TTwcEwWs avTov. “ Traditi sunt,” says Calvin, “a Deo non effective, 

ec solum permissive, nec tantum éxBatixds, sed duxactixas et 
judicialiter.” But yet we may speak of the result of a divine 
working, just in so far-as God carries out His own penal decree. 
God could prevent the outbreak of sin, but He does not, at least 

not always, but so orders His arrangements that within them 
Sin comes to a head inwardly and outwardly, in order that by 
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repentance or judgment it may be punished. Comp. Hengsten- 
berg, die Authentie des Pentateuchs, II. p. 462 ff, on the har- 

dening of Pharaoh. In Eph. iv. 19 it is said of the Gentiles, 

éautovs Tapébwxav TH acedyela eis épyaciay axabapoias Tdo7ns, 
which may easily be reconciled with wapédwxev adtodvs 0 Geos. 
Peccatum is withal poena peccatt. “The curse of an evil deed is, 
that it must continually bring forth evil.” 

—éev tais émiOupiais Tov Kapdi@v avTo@v] is not to be made 
dependent on 7rapédwxev in such a way that it = eis Tas émiOupias 
or Tals émOuuias, which might be vindicated grammatically as 
a Hebraistic construction; for ver. 26: mwapédwxev eis maOn 
atiyplas, and ver. 28: tapédwxev eis addxyuov vodv, prove that 
in the present verse also rapédmxev eis axalapociay are to be 
joined together. Therefore év tats émuOuplais Tt. x. avr. is to be 
interpreted: in the lusts of their hearts, when in their hearts they 
had given themselves up to lusts; comp. &v 7H dpékes avTar, 
ver. 27. The admittance and encouragement of sinful lusts in 
their hearts, which followed inevitably from their apostasy from 
God and abandonment to creature-idolatry, is thus represented 
as their own act. On the other hand, the outbreak of these 

lusts in shameful vice is represented as a divine ordinance, a 
divine judgment. 

—eis axa@apatav] here specially, as in Gal. v. 19, Eph. iv. 19, 
etc., pollution by fleshly crimes, sensual impurity. This sense is 
made good by the following words :—rtod atiyafecOar Ta copata 
avuta@v év éavtois| Infinitive of purpose (not of result, as in Acts 
vii. 19), in order that their bodies, etc. That the divine intention is 
here made prominent is shown by ver. 26, where the 7ra@n atwuias, 
to which God abandoned them, resume the atipafeoOas of this 
verse. On this infinitive of purpose introduced by the article in 
the genitive, comp. Winer, p. 408. Among the numerous N. T. 
examples, comp. Acts xxvi. 18; Rom. vi. 6; 1 Cor. x. 13; Heb. 
x. 7. Or tod atiyudfecGar might also be taken as the genitive 
of more exact definition depending on adxafapciay, as a designa- 
tion of that in which the impurity consists = wmpuritati, quae 
cernebatur in, impurity in becoming dishonoured. rovety (ver. 28) 
also is the epexegetical infinitive. “AtiuafeoPar never occurs as 
middle, invariably as passive. So therefore here. This passive 
condition of being given up is likewise expressed by 7d0n atuuias, 
ver. 26. The passive signification is here specially appropriate, 
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because in this way their vices are represented not as their own 
act, but as a divine judgment under which they lie. But if 
atipatecOas is passive, not middle, then we must read avtay, not 
auTav. év éavtois, not: on themselves, but =év addndows, on or 

among one another, reciprocally. This—in the N. T. not infrequent 
—use of éauvray for dAAnAwv (comp. e.g. Mark x. 26 ; John xu. 19 ; 
1 Thess. v. 13; Jude 20) is to be explained by the considera- 
tion that the persons are viewed as a single totality, and made to 
think, speak, act in reference to themselves, though this can only 
really come to pass through the reciprocal conduct of individuals 
to each other. At the same time, by €v éavtois here the penalty 
of shameful abuse of their bodies, inflicted on mankind for their 

apostasy from God, is pointed out as merited and self-incurred. 
This reciprocal abuse of their bodies is more precisely described 
vv. 26,27. Accordingly, here already it is unnatural lust that 

is meant. The apostle strikingly lays emphasis above all on this 
vice, in which the correspondence between divine punishment 
and human sin is brought out with special clearness. They who 
had degraded the Lord God Himself beneath man to the image 
of a beast, are now themselves in turn fallen beneath the beast. 

“On deification of nature what is unnatural follows,” Besser. 

As matter of fact, the vice here alluded to is characteristically 
heathen, one too specially widespread in that age, one which in 
the entire circumference of Christendom in its most corrupt state 
occurred but sporadically, and was practised but by stealth, but 
was never palliated, still less approved by public opinion. More- 
over, it is to be noted that the apostle here describes the 
prevalence of vice as the inevitable consequence of idolatry, to 
which the many licentious rites and festivals of heathendom bear 
emphatic witness. Vicious indulgence within the pale of the 
Christian church is apostasy from Christianity, and accordingly 
gains ground as apostasy and lapse into idolatry gain ground. 
On the other hand, vicious indulgence within the pale of 
heathendom is a natwral sequence of idolatry. See the O. T. law 
against paederasty, Lev. xviii 22, xx. 13; comp. 1 Cor. vi. 9; 

iedtam. 1. 10. 
Ver. 25. The reason of the divine judgment is once more 

brought forward, the contents of vv. 21-23 being summarised, 
and the 80, ver. 24, commented on. oftwes] ut gut, quippe qui, 
as those who, whosoever. The indefinite relative davis, properly : 
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qui, scilicet aliquis, i.e. aliguis qui, characterizes the class to which 

some one belongs, and therefore serves to specify the reason. 
—ypernrrXakav THy adjGeav Tod Oeod év TO ~evder] as to the 

construction, see on ver. 23. The compound perydrdakav, ex- 

changed, is more emphatic than the simple 7\Aagav, changed, ver. 
23. The arneva tod Geod might be understood, agreeably to 
ver. 18, of the truth relating to God, the true knowledge of God, 
Geov being genit. object., or, which ver. 19 favours, of the truth 
communicated by God Himself, in which case Geov is genit. 
auctoris. But it seems preferable, for the sake of parallelism 
with ver. 23 (comp. 7AAa~av tHv d0£av rod Oeod there), to in- 
terpret tiv adnOecav Tod Oeod, the truth, the reality, the true nature 

of God, in which case, as commonly, abstract. stands pro concreto, 

and 77v dAnGevav Tov Geod, as respects sense, is not really different 
from Tov adnOwov Oeov (1 Thess. i. 9). To weddos then denotes 
Tous wevdels Peovs, as in Heb. also PY, lies, serves to denote 
idols (Isa. xliv. 20; Jer. iii. 10, xiii. 25). As striking parallels, 
have been quoted from Philo, De Vita Mosis, the following 
passages : doov ~eddos av’ bons adrnOeias bandrAdraEavTo. — ot 
Tov adnOn Oeov KataduTovtes Tors Wevdmvtpous ednucovpyncar, 
pOaptais Kai yevntais ovoias THY Tod apOdptov mpdocpnow 
emibnuicavtes. “ Pro Deo vero sumserunt imaginarios,” Grotius. 

Deeply stirred by the shamefulness of the thing, the apostle 
characterizes the guilt of idolatry still further in the words 
Kal éoc¢BdcOnoar] ie. Thy KTicw. oeBaterOar (in the N. T. an 
dmaé Neyou.), occurring in later Greek for céBeoOas (comp. Matt. 
xv. 9; Mark vi. 7; Acts xiii. 43, 50, etc.), refers to inward 
,reverence of spirit, whereas cal éAdtpevoav TH xTicer] refers to 
the outward service of God. Under «rious, properly, creation as 
an act (ver. 20; Mark xiii. 19), then the creature, as here, viii. 

39, 2 Cor. v. 17, Gal. vi. 15, everything of a created nature is 
included,— gods in heaven represented in human shape, their 
material images, as well as beasts on earth. 

—mTapa Tov xticavta] more than the Creator, above the Creator, 
yet not as if they had reverenced the Creator along with the 
creature, and only reverenced the latter more than the former ; 
for the apostle here describes an-utter apostasy of heathenism 
from the true God. On the contrary, the preference of one to 
another implies the exclusion of the one put second, so that mapa 
Tov KTicavTa, as regards its meaning, is identical with praeteriio 
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or relicto creatore (comp. xiv. 5: Os pev Kpiver Huépav Trap’ juépar, 
and Luke xii. 2). The interpretation contra creatorem, in oppost- 
tion to the Creator, is less appropriate, because the apostle, in his 
present exposition, pictures heathenism not as hostile opposition 
to God, but as an exchange of the true God for false gods, of the 
Creator for the creature. 

— és éoTuv eddoynTods Eis Tods aidvas. "Apuny.] evAOYNTOS, W72, 
often interchanged with evAoynuévos, means : praised, not: worthy 

of praise, or: to be praised ; comp. Harless, Comm. zum L£ph. p. 5. 
God is called, nat’ eEoynv: 6 evroyntos (Mark xiv. 61). This 

is His unchanging title.. He is and abides One who is praised, 
the Holy One of Israel, He that dwells amid the praises of 
Israel, though the Gentiles refuse Him this honour. Here we 
have a doxology to the Father in opposition to the idolatry of 
the Gentiles, in ch. ix. 5 a doxology to the Son in opposition to 
the rejection of Christ by the Jews. 

Ver. 26. As ver. 25 recurs to ver. 23 in order to expand its 
contents, so does ver. 26 (and 27), coupling on to ver. 25, to ver. 

24. dia todto] namely, dt éceBacOnoav Kat édatpevcay TH 

xtices Tapa Tov KticavTa. It resumes 820, ver. 24. 
—eis wa0n atiuias] as regards the sense = 7d6n atipdtorta. 

The genitive is genit. qualitatis. As the Gentiles had robbed 
God of tyu7, so He gave them up to atypia. émiOupia, having 
arrived at undisputed sway, brings forth wd@os, in which man is 
a helpless slave to ému@upia. wan atipias then =affectus igno- 
miniost, shameful, z.e. shame-inflicting passions or lusts (Col. iii. 
55 1) Thess. iv. 5). 
—ai te yap Ondevat avtav] The expression O7Nevas, dpoeves 

is used, not yuvatxes, avopes, because here the simple physical 
allusion to sex comes exclusively into view = their females, their 
males. The unnatural vice of the women is put first as the more 
shameful. “Pudorem praeposterum ii fere postulant,’ says 
Bengel, “qui pudicitia carent: Gravitas et ardor stili judicialis 
proprietate verborum non violat verecundiam.” Nevertheless, the 
apostle from chaste reserve glides rapidly over the description in 
this as over that in the following verse. As to this so-called 
Lesbian vice of the women called tpsBades, by Tertullian frictrices, 
comp. Lucian: érarpixol Suadoyor 5: TovavTas yap év AécBo 
A€youor yuvaixas, bTo avdpav pev ove éOedovcas avro Tdacxew, 
yuvalet bé€ adtas TAnoalotcas, waTEp avopas, and: éyevynOnv 
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pev Opola Tals ddNaus bpiv' 7 youn dé Kat 7 eriOupia Kal TaAXa 

mdvra avopos éott pot. Martial, Hpigr. xc. 5: “ Mentiturque virum 

prodigiosa Venus.” 
—petp rata] answering to peTAAa€ayp, ver. 25. 
—rhv dvowny xphow] as ths Ondreias is added, ver. 27, 

so here perhaps tov dpaevos should be supplied. Or, even 

without addition, guoin yphow may signify natural sexual 
intercourse. 

—eis THY Tapa pic} namely, ypyow adAdnrov. 

Ver. 27. owolws te cat] Adequate critical authorities support 
the reading ouolws dé xai, which Griesbach has approved and 
Lachmann received. Thus, no doubt, an anacoluthon arises, but a 

very slight and passable one, and one not uncommon in classical 
Greek: “For both their women—but also the men likewise 
burned.” ‘“Opotws dé Kai, @cavtTws 5€ Kat is a form occurring 
with remarkable frequency in the N. T., and the anacoluthon 
hence arising might very easily induce the copyist to change 6é 
into ré, or, as is done in some codices, omit it altogether. We 

must therefore read opotws Sé Kai, not opoiws te Kat. If, more- 
over, with Meyer, we take té ydp, ver. 26, in the sense of for— 
indeed, the anacoluthon in this verse would vanish. 

—oi appeves] The Ionic form apoeves, read by some manu- 
scripts here, is to be received, both because it is the one in almost 

invariable use in the N. T. and also for the sake of uniformity 
(comp. apoeves é€v dpoecs in the next clause). 

—é£exavOnoarv] stronger than the simple form, comp. rupotc Aas 
1 Cor. vii. 9. Like the Latin exardescere, it is a not uncommon 

metaphor to denote the strength of passion, especially of libido, 
of unpotentia: amoris. 

—év Th opéEe adtav] in their lust, conformably to the con- 
dition of sensual appetite in which they found themselves, comp. 
ver. 24: év tats émiPupiats Tov Kapdiav avTav. 

—dpoeves €v apoect] This juxtaposition of words expresses a 
special emphasis. 

—rhv aoynuoovyny] the well-known, or the accustomed, or the 

definite shame here meant. Hence the article. But shame 
stands here in the sense of shameful lust. “Aoynuoodvn, turpitudo, 
opposite of evoynuoovyn, xiii. 13. KarepydtecOas, sensu bono, 

3, vil. 18, xv. 18; Phil. ii. 12; sensu malo, as here, ii. 9, vii. 

8, 13, 15, 17, 20; in a neutral sense, 2 Cor. vii. 10, according to 
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the lect. rec. signifies, in distinction from the simple épyalecOau, 
like the Latin perpetrare, to bring to pass, to perform, to accomplish. 

—xat THY avtiucOiav] This retribution consisted in the very 
xatepyateobar tiv doynuoovvnv, in being given up to 74y 
atysias, not at all merely in the fatal consequences of sensual 
sins ; for the peccatwum here characterized, as the entire exposition 

from ver. 24 onward evinces, is itself conceived as poena peccati, 

avriwic Bia. 
— i eu] sc. adtois admodaPeiv, which was inevitable, which 

was due to them, namely, according to the order of God’s punitive 

justice, such as is intimated, vv. 24, 26, 28, in dvd rapédwxer. 

—tis wAdvns avtav] This aberration is depicted vy. 21-23. 
It consists in idolatry. 

—éy éavtois] as in ver. 24=€y ddArdous, but with the same 
reflexive emphasis as there. The reciprocal instruments of lust are 
now reciprocal instruments of punishment. The vice described in 
this verse was especially prevalent in that age, as many passages of 
ancient writers testify. With incredible shamelessness, offensive 
even in such an age, was it practised by Nero, as Suetonius re- 
lates, Ner. cc. 28, 29: “ Puerum Sporum, exsectis testibus, etiam 

in muliebrem naturam transfigurare conatus, cum dote et flammeo 
per solennia nuptiarum celeberrimo officio deductum ad se, pro 
uxore habuit.’” And: “Suam quidem pudicitiam usque adeo 
prostituit, ut contaminatis paene omnibus membris novissime 
quasi genus lusus excogitaret: quo, ferae pelle contectus, emit- 
teretur e cavea, virorumque ac feminarum, ad stipitem deligatorum, 

inguina invaderet: et cum affatim desaevisset, conficeretur a 
Doryphoro liberto: cui etiam, sicut ipsi Sporus, ita ipse denupsit, 
voces quoque et ejulatus vim patientium virginum imitatus.” 

As a punishment for their apostasy, God gave them up, not 
merely to unnatural sensuality, which Paul first of all adduced as 
a sin as abnormal as it is enormous, as the culminating point of 
specifically heathen sin, but also to all other vices which are now 
given in detail, vv. 28-32. “Quia unum hactenus specimen 
illud execrabile proposuit,” says Calvin, “quod vulgare quidem 
inter multos, non tamen omnium commune erat, hic incipit 
enumerare vitia, quorum nemo immunis reperlatur. Nam etsi in 
singulis non simul emineant omnia, sunt tamen alicujus ex illis 
conscil sibi omnes: ut pro se quisque argui possit non obscurae 
pravitatis.” Herewith must be borne in mind the canon of 
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James: “Ocrtis yap odov Tov vopov tThpncE, Tracer Se EV Evi, 
yeyove Tavtwy evoxos, ii. 10. Melanchthon’s words are also worthy 

of note: “ Accusat autem utrosque, videlicet hos, qui externa 
delicta habuerunt, et illos, qui etsi non habuerunt externa delicta, 

tamen habent immunda corda et conscientia idololatriae aut aliis 
peccatis. Ita in praedicatione poenitentiae legem interpretamur, 
ut intelligatur, non solum argui externa delicta, sed praecipue 
immunditiem et impietatem cordium.” 

Ver. 28. «at] couples on a new element in the exposition, the 

enumeration of all other heathen vices. 
—xabes}] not: because, but: guen.adnodum, just as. The 

punishment corresponds to the guilt. 
—ovx édoxinacay] they thought not fit, non operae pretium 

duxerunt. Moxipafew in the first place: to prove, test, then: to 

approve, deem fit, 1 Cor. xvi. 3; 1 Thess. ii. 4. 

—rTov Geov éyew ev ervyvwcer] ériyvwos is plena et accurata 
coguitio (Erkenntniss), complete and accurate knowledge, in dis- 
tinction from yvwors (Kenntniss), knowledge. But yew ev 
emuyvoce. 1S not =emvywwoKew, but signifies: to have God in 
complete knowledge, in the sense of to retain, hold fast ; Deum 
in accurata cognitione habere, Le. tenere, comp. Jas. li. 1, in con- 

trast with caréyew thy adyGevav év abdixia, ver. 18. The Gentiles 
had known God, ver. 21, but had wilfully fallen away to idols, 

ver. 22 f., and thus forfeited correct knowledge of God. 
—els dddxiov voov] Paronomasia on éSoxiwacav: “ they 

deemed not worthy—an unworthy, base, worthless mind. addx«ipos 
from d€éyouar, unacceptable, reprobate. This is its exclusive and 

invariable meaning (1 Cor. ix. 27; 2 Cor. xiii. 5; 2 Tim. ii 8; 
Tit. 1.16). The active sense: “qui judicare nequit, judicii expers,” 
can only be arbitrarily supposed, for adoxipos does not come 
from Soxydfew. Not only the paronomasia, but also the repeti- 
tion of 6 Qeos, lays stress on the correspondence of the retribu- 
tion. As to vods, comp. Delitzsch, Bibl. Psych. p. 212: “That 
by virtue of which man thinks and determines himself, the 
thinking and willing faculty in him, is vots.” In ver. 20 the 
element of theoretical knowledge dominates, here that of practical 
will; so that vods, as frequently, = mind, disposition. 

—roveiv] epexegetical infinitive. 
—Ta uw KaOyjxovra] We must not here introduce the distinc- 

tion of the Stoics, according to which ro xaOjxov denotes oficiwm 

~ 
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medium, commune, while to xatop@wya denotes officiwm per- 

fectum, comp. Cic. de Of i. 3; so that the meaning would be: the 
Gentiles had not even discharged common duties. Apart from 
the irrelevance of such a foisting in of special philosophical 
school-distinctions, particularly in a description quite general in 
form, it must manifestly in this case have been said: wyde rrovety Ta 

KaOnkovta. Ta pn KaOnKxovta are indecora, inhonesta, that which 1s 
unseemly, unbecoming. The subjective negation (w7) is occasioned 
by the infinitive construction, “ facere quae (si quae) essent indecora,” 
1 Tim. v. 13. On the other hand, Eph. v. 4: ta ov« avyxovta 
= & ov« dvixev, comp. Winer, pp. 603, 610. 

Ver. 29. wemAnpwpévous tracy adixia] The accusative temAnp., 
like the following peatovs, Wibupuctds «Tr, joins on to the 

subject which has to be supplied to the infinitive wovetv. ddcxia 
is the generic conception which comprehends under it all the 
following vices as its species. mAnpodv with the dative (instrum.) 
again, 2 Cor. vil. 4, in the classics also, elsewhere in the N. T. 

ce. gentt., Luke ii. 40; Acts i. 28, v. 28, xiii. 52; Rom. xv. 14;° 

2 Tim. i. 4; also wAnpotc@as x Twos, John xii. 3; év twe, Eph. 

Paton ort, Cal. 1. 9. 

—rropveia] apparently, according to the evidence of weighty 
critical authorities, some of whom omit, some transpose it, to be 

erased as unauthentic. Criticism on internal grounds gives here 
but a doubtful judgment. Having depicted the sin of unnatural 
lust, Paul may next have commenced his catalogus vitiorum with 
the mention of common vropvea ; but, on the other hand, copyists, 
missing this vitiwm, may also have inserted it in the text. Sup- 
posing it omitted, there is no reason for thinking its absence 
strange, seeing that, as is self-evident, common zropveda certainly 
exists where the uncommon form is so widely prevalent; but 
again the inclusion of zrovypia in déixia is in any case easy and 
undisputed. 

—mtovnpia, mwreoveEia, kaxia] The order of words varies in 
manuscripts, versions, and quotations by the Fathers. The most 

probable arrangement is the one which Lachmann follows on 
good authority: aéicia, xaxig, wovnpia, wdeoveEia, because then 
the first three conceptions form a related series, and between the 

first and second words on one side (daévcia, xaxia), and the third 
and fourth on the other (7ovnpia, mrcoveEia), a sort of assonance 
finds place. xkaxia, viciousness, vitiositas; opposite of apetn, Eph. 



62 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

iv. 31; Col. iii 8; Tit. iii 3. sovnpia, malignity, malitia, 

malice, Matt. v. 45, vii. 11; Acts ii. 26. The same order is 

found 1 Cor. v. 8. Acove&la, coveteousness, as the outcome of 

xaxia and mrovnpia, ready to inflict injury on another, to rob him 

of his goods. 
—ppeorovs POovou, hovov, épidos, Sodov, KaxonOeias] Upon the 

enumeration of forms of wickedness in general follows that of 
special offences. On remAnpwpévovs and peotovs, comp. Seneca, 
de Ira, ii. 8, who introduces his picture of the sinful corruption 
of that age with the words: “ Omnia sceleribus ac vitiis plena 
sunt.” @ovov, povov are joined together for the sake of rhythm, 
Gal. v. 21. eotos govov is one who is ever brooding upon 
murder, who is filled with murderous thoughts, povov pepynpilov, 
Hom. Od. xix. 2; xaxonfeia in the N. T. an dwak& deyouevor, 

opposite of evnfeia = maliciousness, malicious craft. According 
to others =a malignant nature, respecting which Aristotle says 
(Rhet. ii. 15): ore yap KaxonGera To éml TO Yeipov vrodkauBaver 
mwavta. From épis, as from Oovos, govos easily results, like 
dodos from xaxonGeia. All these trespasses are the outflow of 
a heart embittered against one’s neighbour. 

Ver. 30. Wilupiotds] susurrones, whisperers, secret slanderers. 
—katananovs | to speak evil of some one, to slander in general. 
—0@eootvyeis] in accordance with established and invariable 

usage only in the passive meaning: God-hated, ie. abandoned 
transgressors. It stands not inaptly before b8piotds and brepn- 
davous, for man’s U8pis and brepng¢aveia especially attract the 
éxOpa Geod. Comp. 1 Pet. v. 5: 6 Oeds trrepnpavoss avTitdocertat, 
and 1 Tim. i 13, where Paul calls himself tov mpotepov évta 
Bracdnpov kai. Siaxtnv cal vBpictyv. Of the Jews, as such 

bPprorais, it is said, 1 Thess. ii, 15, they are Oe pr dpécxovtes. 
Comp. further Jas. iv. 6; Lukei 51 The Vulgate also renders 
in this passage: “Deo odibiles.” The active meaning: “ Dez 
osores,’ is, indeed, found along with the passive in Oeopsons, 
although even this is somewhat disputed; but in the case of 
Oeootuyys it is altogether without proof. The active would, 
indeed, have this advantage, that thus a specific offence would be 
adduced in the series of specific sins; but with this disadvantage, 
that in the present catalogue of sins there is no other instance 
of a trespass against God. On the contrary, in this catalogue 
merely the consequences of the ungodliness previously described 
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are depicted. We have here a detailed list of sins against the 
second table as consequences of sins against the first. 

—iBpirtas, Umepnpavous, adatovas] divers forms of superbia. 

The b8piorys in his arrogance actually subjects others to insolent 
treatment. The trepydavos, in self-complacent conceit of his own 
excellences, looks down on them with scorn (7 Tav dAX@V TAHV 

avTov Katappovnots is the description of Theophr. Charact. 34). 
The arafov, vaniloquus, gloriosus, brags of his own, for the most 

part imaginary excellence, without directly ill-treating or despising 
others. Therefore: insolent, haughty, braggarts. In 2 Tim. i. 2 
also ddafoves and vrepnpavor are placed together. 

—égeupetas Kxaxav| Expositors quote Tac. Ann. iv. 11: 
“Sejanus ... facinorum repertor;” Virg. Aen. i. 161: “ scele- 
rumque inventor Ulixes ;” and 2 Mace. vii. 31, where Antiochus 
Epiphanes is called mdéons Kaxias evperyjs. Such inventive genius 
in villany denotes a peculiarly high degree of wickedness. 

—yovetow arevOcis| 2 Tim. iii. 2. The sin against the first 
commandment with promise (Eph. vi. 2), a commandment written 
in the heart even of the Gentiles. 

_ Ver. 31. dovverous] probably inserted simply for the sake of 
the paronomasia with the following dcvvétous. _ Actveros is 
one without odveous, 122 (Isa. xxix. 14), one who both in what 
he does and leaves undone is not guided by intelligent conviction, 
Luther’s “ Mr. Unreason going head foremost” (Hans Unvernumnft, 
mit dem Kopf hindurch), comp. Ecclus. xv. 7. 

—dovvétovs] covenant-breakers or unsociable. The last mean- 
ing seems here preferable, because it stands in natural association 
with the three following notions—aordpyous, without affection ; 
aomovoous, invplacable ; avedejpovas, wnmerciful. Still, without 
doubt, in aovv@érovs the meaning covenant-breakers is better 
borne out by usage than the meaning wnsociable. °Aomovédous 
omitted by Lachmann, according to important and numerous 
authorities, is at least to be deemed critically doubtful. It may 
have been transferred here from 2 Tim. iii. 3. 

The above enumeration of different offences, which were current 

among the Gentiles, is nowise arranged in strictly systematic 
order. Still there is found in it, as we have seen, a gradual 

progress from the general to the special, a manifold interweaving 
of related ideas, as well as some combinations suggested by verbal 
rhythm, The crime of positive ungodliness and sinful sensual 
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lust is specified, for the reasons alrcady stated. The entire series 
of sins named in these verses rests either upon perverted self-love 
or upon the want of right love of one’s neighbour. Similar 
catalogues of sin are found 2 Cor. xii. 20; Gal. v. 19-21; Eph. 
v. 3,4; 1 Tim.i. 9,10; 2 Tim. i. 2-4. The accidental order 
of the arrangement intimates that all sins, which can ever occur 
to one’s mind, are mutually related. It is, as it were, the open- 
ing of a sackful of sins, when it is all accident how the single 
erains fall out. 

Ver. 32. Justly has Reiche, in the Comm. Crit. in WN. T. 
tom. I. p. 1 ff, vindicated the Jectio recepta of this verse against 
the manifold variants. otteves] comp. on ver. 25 = Tovovrous 
twas ot, tales homines qui. 

—T0 Sixaiwpa Tod Oeod] ic. TO SediKatwpévov bd Tod Oeod, 
the judicial decree of God, lex, decretwm, statutum Dei (Luke i. 6 ; 

tom. ii. 26, viii. 4; Rev. xv. 4). The LXX. render ph, apn, 
Mmyid, DAVID, DPA, by ducalwpa, Sucatdpara. 

—éruyvovtes| they knew, knew perfectly, see on ver. 28. This 
knowledge was communicated to them through the law of conscience 
(ii. 14 f.). Just as the darkness of idolatry was rebuked by the 
light of the knowledge of God implanted by nature, so the natural 
consciousness of the moral law passed sentence of condemnation 
on the transgressions of heathenism. Comp. Formula Concordiae 
Sol. Decl. II. p. 657: “Humana ratio seu naturalis intellectus 
hominis obscuram aliquam notitiae illius scintillulam reliquam 
habet, quod sit Deus, et particulam aliquam legis tenet (Rom. 1. 
19 sqq.).’ See an example of the Gentiles’ knowledge as to the 
divine A’kn, Acts xxviii. 4. 

—0OTt ol Ta TOLADTA TpaccovTes EOL Oavartov eiciv] is enclosed 
in brackets without reason. It gives the contents of the divine 
Sicaiwpa. That bodily death is the wages of sin was unknown 

to heathenism, as well as that for the least of the offences men- 

tioned by the apostle the penalty of death is decreed (although the 
Draconian legislation placed itself at this absolute standpoint). 
But heathenism had a general knowledge of their criminality, as 
well as of the future retribution awaiting the evil-doer. This 
doctrine was involved in the heathen myth of Hades and its 
punishments. Comp. Aesch. Humen. v. 259-265: 

"Owes 5€ Kel Tus GOV HrLTEv BpoTar, 
"H Ocov 4 Eévov tw’ aceBoar, 
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*H toxéas idouvs, 
"Eyov? Exactov tis Sikns éemdkua. 
Méyas. yap Atédns éotiv evOuvos Bpotav, 
"EvepGe ~Oovos, 
Acrtoypadw Sé ravt éeramd fpevi. 

Accordingly @davaros is to be interpreted of the mors aeterna 
inflicted by God’s punitive justice on the sins of men (ii. 8, 9, vi. 
16, 21, 23, viii. 13). 
—ov povov adta mowodcr] which might have found compara- 

tive justification in the allurement of evil desire, rashness, and the 
like, dAXa Kal cvvevdoKodcr Tois tpdoaover] wherein is exhibited 
the highest degree of inexcusable depravity. Here is found 
personal delight in evil without personal temptation to it. ovvev- 
doxeiv, to give consent, Luke xi. 48; Acts viii. 1. Such consent 

consists partly in inward delight, partly in approval by word. 
The theoretical defence of paederasty, revenge, and similar things, 
to be found in the writings of the heathen, is included here. 
“ Pejus est cvvevdoxety ; nam qui malum patrat, sua sibi cupiditate 
abducitur, etc.; sed qui euvevdoxe?, corde et ore, malitiae fructum 

habet ipsam malitiam, eaque pascitur, et suum reatum alieno 
cumulat, aliosque in peccando inflammat. Pejor est, qui et se et 
alios, quam qui se unum perimit,” Bengel. mpdocev, to pursue, 
practise, is stronger than troveiv, to do ; comp. ii. 3, vii. 15, xiii. 4, 

and in John iii. 20 f. the antithesis of 0 gata mpdoowv and 
6 Tov tiv adnbeav. But the fact that the apostle in this 
verse describes the offences which he himself represents as the 
punishment of idolatry, as at the same time crimes worthy of 
death, shows that the azoxdduyis dpyis, spoken of ver. 18, cannot 

consist in the Gentiles being abandoned to those offences, but, as 

observed, is to be contemplated as a positive revelation of wrath 

whose final consummation is still future. Further, if the dpy7 is 

to be revealed not only against doé@eva, but also against advxia, it 
cannot be exhaustively manifested in surrender to advxia itself. 
The order in which Gentile abominations are here treated is 
found also in Tit. ii. 12. Idolatry offends against the edceBas, 
unnatural lust against the cwppdves, and the remaining offences 
against the ducaiws Spy there spoken of. 

Paiiprr, Rom. I. E 
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Ver. 1. 420] namely, because thou knowest the dscaiwpa tod 
Geod, that they who do such things are worthy of death (i. 32). 
The dvaronroyntov eivat (i. 20) also is based upon conscious 
sinning against better knowledge. It is not so much the act of 
judging simply that renders inexcusable, as judging in another 
the sin that one himself commits, as is further explained in this 
verse. 
—® avOpwre ras 0 Kpivwv] That the apostle here has the 

Jews already in view, is evinced by the tenor and connection of 
the entire chapter (comp. especially, vv. 13,17). He does not 
say at the outset ® Iovdate, but uses the general, yet reproachful 
form of address, ® dvOpw7e, answering to avApoéreyv, i. 18. The 

Jews must have felt convinced in their own conscience that they 
were pointed at here, for «piveww was just their specific national 
sin. The arrow struck home all the more surely, as they could 
not help pressing it into their heart with their own hand. The 
Jews, presuming on their possession of the law and their holiness | 
of works, condemned the Gentiles who were sunk in idolatry 
and gross outward sins. They called them DY, duaptadois, 
éOvos dpaptorov, Tob. xiii. 6; Gal. ii. 15. This passion on 

the part of the Jews for condemning others gives the apostle an 
excellent vantage-ground for the judgment that he has to pass 
upon them. «pivew here denotes an unauthorized, merciless 
judging, as in Matt. vu. 1; Jas. iv. 11. 

—év | neither instrumental: co quod = by this, that, still less 
temporal : co tempore quo, but: i qua re, wherein, in what thing, 
in what point (xiv. 22), corresponding to Ta yap ab’ta mpdocets. 
On ta avta comp. vv. 17-24. However the sins of Jews and 
Gentiles differed in form of manifestation, their nature was the 

same. The final word of the verse 
—0o xpivev] has a certain emphatic keenness of edge, which is 

altogether lost in the less attested-reading & xpiveis, after which 
the Vulgate and Luther translate. 
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Ver. 2. oldapev 8] But we know, ie. but it is certain, known. 
The persons who know are not the Jews specially, but men in 
general, 

—xaTa arjear] in conformity with the rule of truth, od yap 
€oTs TpocwmoAn ia tapa TH Oe@, ver. 11. This proposition : 
But we know that the divine judgment without respect of person 
is passed (€otly és, Acts iv. 33), in accordance with the rule and 
requirement of truth and righteousness, upon those that are guilty 
of such heathen abominations, prepares the way for what follows, 
that therefore the Jew, guilty of the same, cannot cherish the 

hope, on the ground of his being Abraham’s seed and no Gentile, 
of escaping this divine judgment; for this were mapa ad7Ge.ar, 
not cata aryOear. 

Ver. 3. Aoyify Sé] but fanciest thou in spite of this, although 
God, as we know, judges according to truth? etc. AoyiferPar, 
from Adyos, computatio, calculation =to make a calculation, cal- 

culos subducere. But the calculation may be right or wrong. Hence 
AoyiecGar, censere, to judge, or opinari, to suppose, fancy (xiv. 14; 
2 Cor. x. 2). Here the latter, ag it is the false confidence of the 
Jews that is combated. 

—rovdTo] namely, ote od éexhevén xTr. Todo, like the Latin 
hoc, points emphatically to what follows (Acts xx. 29; 2 Cor. 
Re, LL). 

—ov] with emphasis: thow above others, thou asa Jew. Strik- 
ingly has the Rabbinical saying been quoted : pen ond wh dynky $5 
san Ddipd. All Israel has part in the ai@y pérdwv. Comp. 
John the Baptist’s rebuke of the Pharisaic Jews (Matt. iii. 7-9 ; 
Luke iii. 7, 8). 

—éxgevén| pevyer, fugit reus omnis: éxevryer, effugit, qui ab- 
solvitur, says Bengel. But here the question is not so much 
of absolution as rather of imagined exemption from the divine 
judgment. 

—Ver. 4. 7] puts another case. Thinkest thou, presuming on 

thy high descent and thy possession of the law, that thou wilt 
escape judgment; or (7), relying on God’s forbearances hitherto, 
despisest thou His goodness that leads thee to repentance, dreaming 
forsooth that temporary security is a pledge of final impunity ? 
Thus misjudging and making light of the holy purpose of the 
divine goodness, thou slumberest in dangerous security in sin, 
instead of rousing thyself to saving repentance. 
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—rod mAovTov] common with Paul as a designation of the 
abundance and vastness of the divine glory, goodness, and grace 
(ix. 23, xi. 33; Eph. i. 7, ii. 7, 1. 16; Phil. iv. 19; Colas 
By the substantive wAovdros, the idea of the fulness of the 

divine goodness is made to stand out with more independence and 
impressiveness than by the adjectival designation xypynororns 
Trovala, 

—Tis xpnoToTyTos avTod Kal THs avoxis Kal Tis waxpoOvulas] 
is intended to set forth exhaustively the comprehensiveness of 
the divine goodness (Ex. xxxiv. 6). ypnotorns, goodness, makes 
itself known in imparting benefits (Luke vi. 35; Rom. xi. 22; 
Eph. ii. 7; Tit. iii. 4). dvoyn, for which one codex reads avaBorH 

as a marginal gloss, patience, indulgence, in the N. T. only again 
ili. 25 (from dvéyeo@au, to hold oneself aloft, hold oneself erect, 
hold out, endure), bears wrong in hope of improvement, instead 
of at once prosecuting one’s right. The synonym paxpoOuuia, 
long-suffering, the Heb. DXBS FIX, is the opposite of ofv@uu/a, and 
denotes the gentleness that does not in instant wrath avenge 
wrong-doing (Jas. i 19: Bpadds eds epynv), but delays punish- 
ment, and thus affords the sinner space for repentance (ix. 22 ; 
Matt. xviii, 26, 29). As here we find dvoyy kat paxpobuuia 
combined in order to exhaust a single idea, so in Col. i. 11 
bmopovn Kal paxpobvupia; Jas. v.10 Kaxorraeia kal waxpoOvmia ; 
comp. also Eph. iv. 2: peta waxpobupias dveyopevor addArdov. 

—xatagpoveis| The divine goodness is despised, when, not 
caring for its purpose, one is led by it to wanton sin instead of 
to repentance (Ecclus. v. 4—9). 

—aryvodv] not = not being willing to know, but = not knowing. 
Certainly this meaning readily glides into the other: not consider- 
ing, non reputans, non considerans, for what I do not consider I do 
not know at the moment when I do not consider it, Acts xxiii. 5: 

ovx 76ev = I knew not at the moment, i.e. I considered not. Mark 
ix. 32; Luke ix. 45: dyvoeiv ro pia, not to know the saying = 
not to know its import, its meaning = not to understand. But 
even in these passages dayvoeity at bottom retains its primary 
import, not to know, although this, in accordance even with the 
mode of expression current among us, may properly interchange 
with the other, not to consider, not to understand. In the present 
passage there is no need to depart from the radical meaning, 
The ignorance here spoken of as self-incurred is also guilty ignor- 
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ance. But this guilty ignorance of the purpose of divine grace 
leads to a despising of that grace in actual fact. “ Miratur Paulus 
hance ignorantiam,” Bengel. 

—Td xpnotov] =) xpnoToTns, comp. Td Suvaror, ix. 22. 
—eis peTavorayv] petdvoa, change of mind, consists both 

in an inward turning away from unrighteousness (hence perar. 
amo épywv vexpav, Heb. vi. 1; comp. petavoeiv aro Ths Kakias, 
Acts viii. 22; petavociy éx tev épywv, Rev. ii. 22), and in an 
inward turning to righteousness (hence % eis Tov Ocdv petavola, 
Acts xx. 21; comp. petavojoate cal émiotpéware, Acts iii. 19 ; 
petavoeiy Kal éemiatpépey emi tov Oeov, Acts xxvi. 20). From 
this inward act follow next épya a&ia ths petavolas, ibid.; Kkaprol 
aévou THs wetavolas (Luke iii. 8). But such a petavora is els Sony, 
Acts xi. 18; efs cwtnpiav, 2 Cor. vii. 10. 

—éryeu] guides, leads, not de conatu: tt would lead. Paul 

speaks of the very act of leading, whose objective reality is not 
done away by the subjective resistance of man. “ Ducit suaviter, 
non cogit necessitate,” says Bengel. With the purport of this verse 
comp. 2 Pet.iii.9. At the same time there is involved a refuta- 
tion of the doctrine of predestination ; for it is expressly asserted 
that even they should and could repent on whom katdx«piwa will 
one day fall. Their condemnation, therefore, is not predestinated 
absoluto decreto, comp. ver. 5. 

Ver. 5. The goodness of God leads thee to repentance, but 
thou by thy impenitence heapest up to thyself wrath. «Kata] 
pro, according to, by virtue of. 

—dpetavontos] in an active sense: that cannot grieve, that is in- 

accessible to repentance, contrast with els wetavosar oe ciryet, ver. 4. 
—Onoavpifers] instead of mAovtos ths xpnotoTyTos, thou 

gatherest for thyself a @ncavpos dpyis, comp. Deut. xxxii. 32-35, 
and LXX. Prov. i. 18: @ncavpifovew éavtois Kaxa. 

—ccavto] for thyself, to thy own ruin. 
—é€v 7puépa opis] either to be joined closely with épynv: wrath 

on the day of wrath, i.e. wrath that breaks forth on the day of 
_wrath, Winer, p. 519, or to be connected with @ncavpifes, so 

that a breviloquence, common in Greek, occurs, and we must 
interpret accordingly: thou heapest up wrath eds jépay dpyis, so 
that it bursts forth év juépa opyfs, comp. Matt.x.15; Luke xxiii. 
42; Jas. v.3: ws rip éOnoavpicate év éoyatats tyépas. Verbs 
of motion, construed with év, “indicate at the same time the 
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result of the motion, that is rest,’ Winer, p. 514. On account 
of the close succession and repetition of dpyfs after dpynv, the 
first connection is more emphatic. “Aevérns, sermonis magna Vi,” 

remarks Bengel. The #pépa dpyfjs is called Fin-AN DW, Zeph. ii. 
2,3; opr of, Ezek. xxii. 24; also briefly 717 OV, Ezek. xiii. 5 ; Joel 
i. 15. In the N.T. it is revealed that this day is deferred till the 
return of the Messiah (1 Thess. i. 10 ; 2 Thess. i. 6-10; Rev. vi. 17). 

—xal atrokartwews Kal Sixatoxpis(as Tod Oeod] Lachmann, on 
the evidence of the older uncials, reads cal dmroxadtrypews S1Kxato- 

Kpiclas Tod Geod. But this looks like an explanatory gloss upon 
the more difficult cal dzoxadtvews nal Sixavoxpiclas Tt. 0., 
whereas for the interpolation of «ai, if it were originally absent, 

there was no sufficient reason. The accumulation of genitives 
cannot be accepted as such a reason, none of them being super- 

_ fluous, and the sentence remaining clear and intelligible. Besides, 
by the co-ordination of the three substantives épyfs Kal droKxa- 
Avrews Kal Sixatoxpicias the language becomes more stately, 
befitting a delineation of the judgment-day.1 But then dzoxa- 
AvYis cannot of itself be the dzroxadu is "Incod Xpictod, because 
in that case "Incod Xpioctod must have been appended (1 Cor. i. 
7, 8; 2 Thess. L 7; 1 Pet: i 7,138; Rev..1 1). | Thevoijerm 
revealed, then, is either the shameful deeds or thoughts of men 
hitherto concealed (ver. 16), or, which is preferable, and to which 

the glossarial reading points, God’s dvcaroxpioia itself, which was 
hitherto, as ver. 14 intimates (comp. i. 18), hidden from men. 

Ver. 6. 05 amrodaces Exact Kata Ta Epya avTod] this will take 
place, as the context indicates, év sepa opyis Kal amoxadirvews 
Kal Sixatoxpiaias Tod Oeod. The apostle thus speaks, not in the 
way of abstract hypothesis, but of concrete assertion. He speaks 
not from the standpoint of the law, that has been abolished by 
the gospel, but from the standpoint of the law in so far as it has 
been ratified by the gospel (iii. 31). He says not what God 
would do were He to proceed in accordance with the primal rule 
and standard of the law, but what, proceeding according to that 
rule, He will actually do. xa® ‘tropoviy épyou ayaod also, 
ver. 7, alludes to the holy conflict actually going on, which is to 
be crowned with fw aiévios. It cannot be said, “ the gene- 
ral sense required the specific Christian rule to be put entirely 

? Reiche also, Comm. Crit. in N. T. tom. I. pp. 18-16, defends the reading accepted 
by us as correct. 



CHAP. II. 6. Th. 

out of view, and only the universal one to be brought forward, 

because the universal necessity of justification by faith is first to 
be established, iii. 23 ff.;” for, to say nothing of the fact that 
already (ver. 16) Jesus Christ is named as the judge, already also 
(vv. 28, 29) év rd xpurt@d “Iovdatos and meputoua Kapdias év 
mvevpate are spoken of, where yet we shall not be willing to con- 
cede that the apostle speaks only of what was to be, not of what 
may be and even actually is. Nay, this weputoya) kapdias was 
already known to believers of the old covenant, for they did such 
épya aya0d as are referred to in this passage. That the doctrine, 
God will as matter of fact give to every one according to his 
works, contradicts neither the biblical doctrine of salvation in 

general, nor the Pauline doctrine of justification in particular, is 
made clear by many declarations of Scripture, not only of the O. 
but also of the N. T. (even of Paul himself), which plainly and 
incontestably embody this truth. Comp. LXX. Ps. lxii. 12: 67s 
ov aTodécels ExdoT@ KaTa Ta Epya avTod; Prov. xxiv. 12: os 
aTodliiact ExdoT~ Kata Ta épya avtod; Matt. xvi. 27: pedreu 
yap 0 vies Tod avOperrov épyecOan ev TH SOEN KTH, Kal TOTE aTrO- 
dace ExacT@ KaTa THY TpaEw avTov; xxv. 31-46; 2 Cor. v. 
10: tods yap wavtas jpads havepwOjvar Sei Eutrpocbev Tod 
Bypatos Tov Xpictod, iva Komiontas Exactos Ta Sia TOD TwpaTos, 
mpos & émpagev, elte aryaor, elite xaxov; Gal. vi. 7-9; Eph. vi. 
6,8; Col iii. 24; Rev. ii. 23: kal de0cm tpiv Exdot@ Kata Ta 
épya tov; xx. 12: Kab éxpiOncav ot vexpoi... Kata Ta epya 
avT@v, xxii. 12. Protestant exegetes accordingly acknowledge 
that the present passage also may be referred to the good works of 
the regenerate. “Paul,” says Melanchthon, “non tribuit justifica- 
tionem operibus, sed describit justos a posteriori, hoc est a fructi- 
bus, quales sint.” Calov remarks: “ Secundum opera fiet amrooocts, 

non vero secundum merita operum, nec propter opera. Cum retri- 
buturum Deum secundum opera dicit (apostolus), recte utique 
contra Pontificios observant nostrates, aliud esse secundwm opera, 

id est, secundum testimonium operum, aliud vero propter opera, id 

est propter meritum operum aliquid reddere. Recte etiam notant, 
nuspiam dici dua ta épya propter opera, sed Kata Ta Epya secun- 
dum opera: quia opera erunt quidem manifesta d:avoxpicias 
regula, non autem proportionata meritorum norma. Nec minus 

observatur probe a nostris, quod S. S. non utatur verbo avTiocews, 
quod ad mercedem proprie dictam quadam specie trahi posset, sed 
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drrodécews, quod generale est, ac tum etiam locum habet, cum 
Deus ex gratia non merita nostra, sed sua dona coronat.” Comp. 

Joh. Gerhard, loc. theol. 1. xviii. c. vill. de meritis bonorum operum, § 
115 f.: “Ex fide bene operamur et nos Christo vere insitos esse 

demonstramus; in iisdem operibus, tanquam in via, ad ultimam 

vitae aeternae possessionem ambulantes, eandem ex gratia per 
fidem tandem consequimur: quo sensu illud yretv tiv dofav Kal 
Tyunvy Kat apOapciavy Kal” dropoviy épyouv ayabod accipiendum 
erit, si ad renatos transferatur, sicque bona opera erunt via regnt, 
non causa regnandi, ut Bernhardus loquitur.” Nevertheless, in 

order perhaps more easily to dispose of the Catholic doctrine of 
merit, they did not hold firmly by this—in our opinion correct 
—view, but maintained that Paul speaks here only more legis, 
that we have here only a sententia legalis which receives its cor- 
rection from the doctrine of grace in the gospel. Melanchthon 
early gave the preference to this view, and the rest of the Lutheran 
exegetes followed him, as well as most modern expositors of the 
epistle. But when one of the latter goes so far as to broach the 
opinion that Paul forgets and contradicts himself, ascribing here, 
in opposition to his doctrine of justification, to righteousness of 
character, such as man is able by his own strength to manifest, 

what elsewhere he ascribes only to the righteousness of faith—or 
even that by the side of the via regia, which is per fidem, he marks 
out also a semvita which conducts some Jews and Gentiles to 
salvation per honestatem, then mdeed such an assertion, in pre- 
sence of a Roman epistle, does not deserve a serious reply. The 
interpretation advocated by us is held, without any wavering in 
favour of the other, by Calvin. “Porro,” he says, “in hace sen- 
tentia non tantum est difficultatis quantum vulgo putatur. Re- 
proborum enim malitiam justa ultione si puniet Dominus, rependet 
illis quod meriti sunt. Rursum quia sanctificat, quos olim statuit 
glorificari, in illis quoque bona opera coronabit, sed non pro merito. 
Neque id evincetur ex hac sententia, quae tametsi praedicit, quam 
mercedem habitura sint bona opera, nequaquam tamen, quid 
valeant, vel quid debeatur illis pretii, pronunciat. Stulta autem 
consequentia est, ex mercede statuere meritum.” Strikingly is 
the latter point illustrated by the Apologie, art. iii. ed. Miiller, 
p. 148: “But Scripture calls eternal life a reward; not that God 
is bound to give eternal life in return for works, but that eternal 
life being given on other grounds, nevertheless our works and 
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trials are recompensed with it, although the treasure is so great 
that God could not owe it us in return for our works. Just as when 
the inheritance or all the means of a father are given to a sun, 
and are a rich recompense and reward of his obedience, while never- 
theless he receives not the inheritance on account of his merit, 

but the father bestows it on him as a father. Hence it is reason 
enough for eternal life being called a reward, that by it the evils 
we suffer and the works of love we do are recompensed, although 
it is not thereby merited. For recompense is of two kinds, one 
that is due, another that is not due. As when the emperor con- 
fers an estate on a servant, the servant’s toil is thereby recom- 
pensed, and yet the toil does not merit the estate, but the servant 
owns that it is a free gift. God, then, does not owe us eternal life ; 

but nevertheless when He gives it to believers for Christ’s sake, 
our suffering and work are thereby recompensed.” Good works 
of themselves establish no meritum, but come into view in the 

judgment merely as signa et testimonia fidei justificantis et salvantis 
propter meritum Christi. More than this, they are not even them- 
selves absolutely perfect, but the imperfection ever cleaving to 
them is not taken into account for the sake of Christ’s merit 
alone. Comp. also Steiger on 1 Pet. p. 164 ff. 

Ver. 7. Luther: “Namely, praise and honour and immortal 
being to those who with patience in good works seek after eternal 
life.’ Thus he joins together €ntodc. Swnv aiewvov, takes it in 
apposition to tots pév Kal brouoviy epyou ayabov, and makes 
ddfav Kalb Timiy cat adOapoiay depend on dmodwce, in which 
case the apposition drags heavily,—or, rather, with a still more 
intolerable hyperbaton he construes tots pév xaP brropovny e&pyouv 
ayabod Entotor Sonv aiwwov, (arodace) Sofav Kat tii Kab 
apGapciav. The simplest mode of connection, and the one 
followed by most expositors, is plainly this—to make Conv 
aisviov depend on azrodecer, ver. 6, and erasing the comma after 
ayalod, to join tots wev ... Entovor. If the comma is inserted, 
dofav ... Enrodcx is in apposition to tols...dyabod. But the 
expression of xa? brromovny py. ay., sc. dvtes, is not adequately 
borne out by of kata odpxa dvtes Rom. viii. 5, and the apostle 
would then certainly, in conformity with ver. 8, have written: 
Tots pev .. . ayabod, Kal S0€av—fnrodor. 

—xaPl btropovny épyou ayabov] indicates the norm or principle, 
in accordance with which they act in striving after 60£a, ete. 
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épyov dyabor is the object to which tropuovn refers, Luke viti. 15 : 
caprodope év wrouovy; Heb. xii 1: tpéxyew 6v’ vtropovijs. 
‘Wrouovn, perseverantia, endurance. Thus, 1 Thess. i. 3: 9 
itromovn THs édrisos. “Epyov in the singular is used collectively, 
as in Gal. vi 4; Jas.i. 4: 9 S€ drropovn épyov rédevov éxéeTo ; 
tev, xxii. 12. It is the entire united life-work, made up of 
many separate works. 

—Sifav Kal tipnv Kal apOapoiav Enrodo.] “Quod autem 
dicit,’ remarks Calvin, “fideles in bonis operibus persistendo 
gloriam et honorem quaerere, non significat eos alio aspirare, 
quam ad Dominum, aut aliquod eo superius praestantiusve 
expetere: sed ipsum quaerere nequeunt, quin simul ad regni ejus 
beatitudinem contendant, cujus descriptio sub horum verborum 
periphrasi continetur.” Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 58. Such are de- 
scribed as do not, like the Jews, seek honour from men, but seek 

it from God (John v. 44). The triple description dofav kal 
Typ Kal apGapoiay serves adequately to set forth the fulness and 
clory of @ aiévios. With dd£€a comp. Matt. xiii. 43: rote of 
Sixatot éxrAdpnapovow, ws O Altos, ev TH Bacireia Tod TaTpos 
avTav; with ty comp. cupBacirevoouev 2 Tim. ii. 12. In 
1 Pet. i. 7 also, as here, S0£a cal ti are joined together. Be- 
lievers share in that d0&a cai tin (Heb. ii. 7), which itself con- 
sists in a participation in the d0£a cal tywn of God (1 Tim. 
i 17). The element of ap@apcia stands forth independently, 
which gives it greater emphasis than if it were simply added as 
an adjectival qualification of Sofa «at tiuy. As.to the word 
itself comp. 1 Cor. xv. 53, also 1 Cor. ix. 25, where the orépavos 
apOapros, and 1 Pet. i. 4, where the xAnpovoula adpOaptos is men- 
tioned. But 1%) aiévios, in which these particular elements com- 
bine as in their common whole, is clearly conceived only as future. | 

Ver. 8. tois 6& €& épiOelas] sc. odow, comp. 6 ov éK THs 
5) / sss €% a € 9 , e 
adnGeias John xviii. 37; so also of é« mepitopAs, ot éx vomou, ot 
€x mliotews Rom. iii, 26, iv. 12,14. Oc é& épiOelas are such 
as have their origin, so to speak, from épi0e/a, and therefore have 
its characteristics in them, the same notion that is expressed 
elsewhere by téxvov, vids, comp. viol ths ameWeias, Eph. ii. 2, 
v. 6; Col. iii. 6, in contrast with réxva tmdxofs, 1 Pet. 1. 14. 
"Epifeta is to be derived from épiOevouar, like maidSela from 
matoevo, Sovrcia from Sovretw, arafovela from adalovevouat. 

e ov. But €pifevm comes from 6, 9 épios, which in its original signifi- 
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cation = mercenarius, mercenaria, hireling, day-labourer, hired ser- 

vant. Hence épibevew, épibevec@ar, to serve for hire. But the 

substantive épie/a occurs in classical Greek only in Aristotle, 
in the sense: passion for intrigue, party spirit. This meaning 

might perhaps be adopted in the other passages, 2 Cor. xii. 20, 

Gealev. 20, Phil. i, 16, ii: 3, Jas, iii, 14,16; but: in the 

present one yields no suitable sense. On this account the old 

Greek exegetes, from Origen to Oecumenius, interpreted épiHeta 

by iAoverkia, contentio, contentiousness. So, too, Luther: “To 

those who are quarrelsome!” It would then designate their 
opposition to the truth, and Mma M7», Ps. v. 11, Hos. xiv. 1; 
nim ens 779, Num. xx. 24, xxvii. 14, 1 Sam. xii, 15, may be 
compared, which the LXX. render in the latter passage (comp. Deut. 
xxi. 20) by épifeu, épeOifew. As respects this meaning of the word 
epiOela, contentiousness, stubborn resistance, it may perhaps be ex- 

plained either by a misunderstanding of the etymology, épvfeva being 
derived wrongly from épus, épifw, or, as is more probable, by the 

affinity of the notion of party spirit with that of contentiousness, 
stubborn resistance ; as eg. Ps. ii., the princes form a party to with- 
stand the Lord and His anointed. In explanation of the choice of 
this expression, striking reference has been made to the well-known 
characteristic @iAovexia of the Jews. With this Justin M. re- 
proaches them in Dial. c. Tryph., where he calls them giAepiotous, 
direpidas in contrast with diAadjGes, and accuses them of 
gircpictety, ed. Otto, Il. 212 D, 228 D, 390 E,412 E. From 
the first their ingrained love of controversy displayed itself in 
opposing the truth. It is true the apostle speaks (vv. 7, 8) not 
only of the Jews, but also of the Gentiles; but, in keeping with 
the contents of this chapter, he has the Jews chiefly.in view, and 
in relation even to of é& épiOelas the Iovdaies te mparov holds 
good. Also in Jgnat. ad. Philad. c. 5, where it is said : Tapaxanrae 
dé duds pndev kat épiOciav tpdocey, ddA Kata yxpLoTopabiar, 
as the sequel of the discourse shows, épiGe/a is not passion for 
intrigue, partisanship, but Judaizing contentiousness. Meyer ob- 
jects that the explicative supplement «at dzevBodo1— adiKig 
expressly proves‘ that Paul “has before his mind the strict and 

1 So in former editions ; but in jater ones he speaks of the addition, not as ‘‘ ex- 
plicative,”” but merely as ‘‘ further describing these men,” and says, not that it 
‘“proves,” but merely that it ‘‘ quite allows.” Mehring arbitrarily enlarges the 
notion of “ party spirit ” to ‘‘ endeavouring to advance oneself and outstrip others,” 
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proper sense of the word partisanship, and it is therefore unwar- 
rantable to base the common but linguistically erroneous expla- 
nation on the affinity between the notions of partisanship and 
contentiousness.” As if disobedience to the truth were not a far 
apter illustration of contentiousness, in the sense of contentious 
resistance and obstinacy against the truth, than of partisanship, 
partisan conduct. 

—xal areBodcr péev TH adnOela, TeLBopuévors Sé€ TH adiKia] 
The xai is explicative, the nature of épifeia being now more 
definitely characterized. It just consists in stubborn opposition to 
the truth. ddnOeia and aéixia appear here as it were personified, 
and obedience is yielded and refused them (Gal. v. 7). But 
aAnOeia in this passage is revealed truth in distinction from 
adnGeia, i. 18. adnOeta and abdiucia are opposed to each other 
also in 1 Cor. xiii. 6; 2 Thess. ii. 12. From the biblical point 
of view truth involves righteousness, and unrighteousness false- 
hood. Hence we read, Eph. iv. 24, of the Sscavoodvn ris 
arnOetas, and 2 Thess. ii. 10 of the awarn tis adtxias. “ Veritas 

continet justitiam: et injustitia connotat mendacium,’ Bengel. 
We say émidépev, but not well daodivdovar dpynv Kat Ouvpor. 
Hence, perhaps, arose the change of construction, so that to épy) 

kal Ovpds an éoras is to be supplied. In contrast with fav 
aiéviov, one would have expected xoAacw or 6rcOpov aiwviov 
instead of dpy) Kal Ovuos. This is not so much a metonymia 
causae pro effectu, in so far as dpy7 works xoAaovs, as that in the 
6py Geod falling on man a main element of the xdAaors itself is 
found. Ouvpos excandescentia, strong passion, vehement feeling, 
intensifies the notion of dpry7, like 0 Qupos Ths dpyis, Rev. xvi. 
19, xix. 15. Ira et excandescentia is not really different from 
ira et vehemens quidem. 

Ver. 9 along with ver. 10 contains an emphatic resumption 
of vv. 7, 8. The order is reversed, and the unrestricted univer- 

sality of the recompense made specially prominent. Penal 
menace is in the first place and in accumulated phraseology re- 
peated, because the very purpose in the whole of the context is, 

stated more exactly : ‘‘ endeavouring to advance oneself in God’s sight by displacing 
or supplanting others.” In this case it would be better to abide by the meaning 
“work for hire, mercenariness,” which would be strikingly applicable to the 
Jews, only that of course it supplies no antithesis to xad? taou. tpy. dye d0%, Careiv, 
v. d. 
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by threatened judgments, to alarm the natural man and lead him 
to acknowledgment of his sin. 

—Orinris kal otevoxwpial sc. éotar. That orevoywpia ex- 
presses a higher degree of distress than @AMpus, is shown by 2 Cor. 
iv. 8: ev mavtl OrAuBouevor AAW ov oTevoywpotpevor. sTevoxwpla 
is a @AApis from which there is no way of escape, In both 
words the element of external calamity is not to be sundered 
from that of internal suffering, although in @Adus the former, in 
otevoxwpia the latter predominates. Orbis Kai otevoywpia are 
found connected, as here, so also LXX. Isa. viii. 22 (for the Heb. 
n2vM MY), xxx. 6 (TAY MY); Rom. viii. 35. 

—érl macav uynv avOperov] By a Hebraism O18 vinys is 
Taca yuyn avOpadrov, every soul of man = every person. So too 
xiii. 1: maca uy éEovcias trepexovoas tTrotaccécOw ; Acts 
ii. 41, 43, iii, 23 (mwaca oxy Hris dv, from Deut. xviii. 19: 
(WN WNT, where the LXX. have o dvOpwros bs édv), vii. 14, xxvii. 
37. Thus, in the present passage, no special reference is intended 
to the soul as the suffering part. This would have required 
emt apvynv wavtos avOpérov or éml macay wrynv avOpoTor. 
Statistics also speak of the number of “souls” instead of “men” 
or “inhabitants.” But Mehring well observes that the justifica- 
tion of the phrase lies in the fact that the soul, as the sole subject 
of feeling, is the real man. 

—Tod Katepyafouévov +o Kaxov] The present tense expresses 
persistence in evil-doing. xatepydfeo@au, perficere, to accomplish, 
intensifying the notion of épyafeo@as, comp. on i. 27. 

—Iovédaiov te tpatov] The priority of Israel, comp. on i. 16, 
consisting in mictevOjvar Ta Aoyia TOD Oeod, iii. 2, is also a 
ground of special responsibility in judgment. The measure of 
opportunity determines the measure of guilt (Amos iii. 2; Matt. 
xi. 22; Luke xii. 47, 48). 

Ver. 10. The apostle had spoken (ver. 7) of those who seek 
Sofav Kat tii Kat adOapociav. He now says that they shall 
attain what they seek, namely, d0£a cal typ) Kal eipyvn. eipyvn 
stands in contrast with @Adpus Kal orevoywpia. But the apostle 
is speaking in this passage both of the Jews and Gentiles before 
Christ (for even among the latter were always found those to 
whom the ézayyediat tod “Icpand applied, as, passing by 
Melchizedek, a Rahab, Ruth, a Naaman, Cornelius, and others 

prove), and of the Jews and Gentiles of his own day, for, 
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indeed, in the whole of the chapter he has to do with the Jews 
as his contemporaries. Further, among such believing Israel- 
ites and qGoBovpévors Tov Oeov the preaching of Christ found 
instant response and welcome, so that their faith in the épydpevos 
was raised, transfigured, and perfected into faith in the éA@ov. 
But Paul as yet keeps the advent of Christ in the background, 
and carries his description of paganism and Judaism (ch. i-i1.) 
only up to the time of this advent, irrespective of the specifically 
new elements of the Christian revelation of salvation. On this 
account the colours and tints of the picture are taken throughout 
with masterly, sure, and delicate tact simply from the mental 
sphere of paganism and Judaism. 

Ver. 11 states the ground of the universality (asserted vv. 9, 
10) of divine retribution, in opposition to Jewish particularism, 
which assigned punishment only to Gentiles, reward only to Jews, 
and accordingly must have found the “Iovdaiov te mparov, ver. 
9, and cai” Edd, ver. 10, specially offensive. But the apostle, 
in keeping with the starting-point of the chapter, refutes here, as 
vv. 12, 13 indicate, specially the first illusion of the absolute 
impunity of the Jews; in vy. 26, 27, the second illusion of their 
exclusive title to reward. 

—ov ydp éoT1 TpocwmorAnpia Tapa TO Ged] Deut. x. 17; 
1 Sam. xvi. 7; 2 Chron. xix. 7; Job xxxiv. 19; Acts x 34) 359 
Gal. ii. 6; Eph. vi. 9; Col. iii) 25; 1 Pet. i. 17. The phrase 
mpocwTov NapPavew, whence tpocwrroAn ia, answering to the 

Heb. 0°32 8¥2 (Steiger on 1 Pet. p. 162 f.), is not found in 
classical Greek. The tpoow7ov of man is his outward appear- 
ance in birth, position, work, etc. AauPavew is=to receive, 

accept, regard. Only an unjust judge regards the person in the 
sense stated, a just judge looks only at the case. Thus in spite 
of the distinction in rank and order of succession, obtaining 

between Israel and the Gentiles, the ground and nature of divine 
retributive righteousness remains unchanged. 

Ver. 12. dcou yap avouws Huaptov] ic. the Gentiles, avouas 
= yopis vououv, without being in possession of the law, 1 Cor. 
ix. 21: of dvopor. The vopos here, as follows of itself, is the 
vouos Mwicéws, the apostle ascribing even to the Gentiles (vv. 14, 
15) a natural law of morality. In every passage, without excep- 
tion, vowos, without qualification, denotes the positive law revealed 

through Moses. Deviations from this meaning, like vouos wictews, 
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iii, 27; voyos dpaprtias, vil. 23; vopos Suxacocdvys, ix. 31; 
vomos Xpiotod, Gal. vi. 2; vopos édevOepias, Jas. ii. 12,—are 
indicated and justified by the appended adjectival definition itself. 
Elsewhere avopos is not one who has no voyos, but one who acts 
in opposition to law (Mark xv. 28; Acts ii. 23; 2 Thess. i. 8 ; 

Pam) 9:; 2 Pet. i.\8), » 
—avopos kal atrodobvtat] shall also perish without law, ie. 

although not judged by the rule of the law, they shall still 
perish. The first avouws stands in contrast with é vou, the 
second in contrast with the sa vowov of the second clause = 
ovK év voum Hwaptov, ov Sid vomou aroXovvTaL. atrohodyTat 
at once forbids us to suppose a mitigation of the penal judg- 
ment on the Gentiles, as if dvowws meant: not by the severity 
of the Mosaic law. ’AmédddvcAar forms the antithesis to 
cotecOar, i. 16. To accept the notion of absolute anni- 
hilation, in nthilum vredigere, flatly contradicts biblical escha- 
tology. The apostle says dmododvrar, not xpiOjoovtat, just 
because it takes place dvouas; but xpiow always refers to a 
vouwos as its rule. The xai before dwodAvoGai intimates that 
amonrvo ba follows from dpaptdvew of necessity, or at least is 
in exact proportion to it. The dpaptia corresponds with the 
arendea. Therefore not: without /aw they sinned, also without 
Jaw they shall perish. This would be, as Mehring observes, «at 
avopes, not Kal amonNobdvtat. 

—kali 6cor ev voum tuaptov|] év vouw, with the law, in 
possession of the law, sc. dvtes, comp. iii, 19: of &v vopme. 
vowos denoting the Mosaic law, zc. an object the only one of its 
kind, the article may be omitted, since without it the substantive 
is unequivocally defined (Winer, p. 148). 

—6ia vouov KpiOjcovra] xpivew is used here to denote a 

condemning judgment, a «piua whose result is catdxpiua, because 
those to be judged are transgressors of law. In xpiOjcovtat 
perhaps an ageravation of punishment is indicated. Where sin 
is, there also is the punishment of death. This holds good equally 
for Gentiles and Jews, for God punishes sinners without regard 
to persons. Gentiles, as sinners, perish ; Jews, as sinners, are 
judged. If they claim priority, this is their priority above the 
Gentiles. Thus not only is réca >Wvy7, but also “Iovdaiou te 
mpaTtov, ver. 9, vindicated. 

Ver. 13 corroborates the latter half of ver. 12: dc0u év voww 
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Hpaptov, Sia vowou KpiOncovTat, in opposition to the pharisaically- 
minded Jews, who fancied that they were exempted from judg- 
ment by mere possession of the law. The parenthesizing of ver. 
13 is to be rejected, as this verse contains a principal idea closely 
linked with ver. 12. 

—ol dxpoatat tod vomov] The article here before vowov, as in 
the subjoined words of wountal tod vouov, is apparently to be 
expunged, with Lachmann, on the preponderant authority of the 
oldest uncials. We should not say so well: the hearers of the law, 
as rather: the readers of the law. But the Jews acquired their 
knowledge of the law by hearing it read in the synagogue every 
Sabbath (John xii. 34; Acts xv. 21; 2 Cor. ui. 14; Gal. iv. 21; 
Jas. i. 22 ff.). The hearers (subst. not part.) aptly describes their 
standing characteristic. 

SixarwOyjcovtar| corresponding to dtcavor wapa. TS Oed in the 
first clause: they shall be declared just before God’s tribunal. 
dixatovv, the Heb. P87, is, as this passage at once proves, terminus 

forensis: to declare just, not: to make just, for doers of the law 
are already just, they are not made such first by God. 8:navodv 
from Séxavos, after the analogy of tudAody and other verbs in da 
derived from adjectives of the second declension, in accordance 
with etymology, doubtless = to make just. Nevertheless, as the 
usage of the LXX. and the N. T. prove, we must add in thought : 
by declaring. So also the Roman says: “ alicui virtutem tribuere ;” 
and the German: “ Jemanden fromm machen, Jemanden zum 

Diebe machen.” See the complete evidence for the forensic 
meaning of dixacodyv, especially in articulo justificationis, in my 
Thiatigen Gehorsam Christi, pp. 85-110. Comp. also Wieseler on 
Gal. ii, 16. Whether or not there are such perfect aommtai tod 
vowou the apostle does not say in this passage, but only opposes 
the true standard to the false standard of the Jews, that adxpoatat 
tod vouov are just before God. The entire reasoning of the 
Roman epistle tends to this conclusion, that no man is by nature 
such a woutns Tod vopov, or can be. Wherefore diealwors comes 
not é« vouov, but é« mwictews. The srovety of the vouos is nothing 
but the subsequent result of the foregoing dicalwors ; but doubtless 
in the strength of justifying grace this is possible (vv. 26, 27 ; 
Jas. i. 22-25). “ De jure itaque loquitur apostolus,” remarks 
Calov, “non de facto, quod lex perfectissimam obedientiam, non 
solum externam, sed etiam internam, imo summam totius naturae 
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integritatem exigat. Tales autem legis factores non dari hic 
ex instituto docet: ut concludat neminem per legem justi- 
ficari.” 

/ Ver. 14. The Gentiles, although they have not the revealed 
law, yet testify, by their acting in harmony with law, that they 
are a law to themselves. — The most natural and obvious con- 
nection of this verse is manifestly with ver. 13. There are some 
interpreters who would find in this verse the idea that the devout 
among the heathen, through obedience to the precepts of the 
natural law of conscience, might become acceptable to God. But 
this interpretation must be set down as an utterly abortive par- 
hermeneia, First of all, this meaning can be found in the 
apostle’s words only in the most arbitrary way. All that he says 
is: “The Gentiles also have a law,” and confirms this further in 

ver. 14. But he does not say: “The Gentiles also, by follow- 
ing the law, become just before God.” Moreover, such a pro- 
position contradicts not only the fundamental conceptions of the 
Pauline doctrine of sin and justification in general, but also in 
particular the whole tenor of the exposition 1. 18—ii1. 20, whose 
very theme is ov« éore Sixasos ovdé ets, iii, 10; mavtas bd’ 
dpaptiav eva, iii, 9. To involve the apostle in such self- 
contradictions is not only to have no conception of a book of 
Holy Scripture, but no conception even of Pauline precision of 
thought. Other interpreters understand the Gentiles being justified 
through observance of the law of conscience, as hypothetical 
merely. “The Jews shall be justified, not by hearing, but only 
by doing the law; the Gentiles also shall be justified in this 
way.” In this case merely the condition on which justification 
depends, not its actual existence, or merely a rule of imputation in 
the case of the Gentiles, is supposed to be established. But apart 
from objections drawn from the imperfect nature of the Gentile 
law of conscience in relation to the revealed voyos, even this 
sense is, just as little as the former one, to be got from the 
apostle’s words. To obtain it the explanation is given: “The 
Jews shall be justified, not by hearing, but by doing the law. 
This holds good of the Gentiles also, for the Gentiles also have 
a law.” But in this the thought, to which the confirmatory yap 
of ver. 14 is referred, “this holds good of the Gentiles also,” is 
arbitrarily foisted in. The thought: “The Jews become righteous 
only by doing the law, for the Gentiles are a law to themselves,” 

Puitierr, Rom. I, BP 
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is absolutely unintelligible, and it becomes no one, for the purpose 
of giving it a meaning, to supply at pleasure: “This holds good 
of the Gentiles also.” For these reasons other interpreters would 
not refer this 14th verse back to ver. 13 at all, but take it as 

giving the reason for the first half of the 12th verse, namely, for 
the words O71 dvopes iuaptov, avoues Kal arododvtar, “The 
Gentiles perish dvopos, for although they are dvowou, they never- 
theless have a voyos by which they are rightly judged.” Very 
truly has it been remarked against this view that it is very 
arbitrary, when in the entire course of the reasoning ydp always 
refers to what immediately precedes, to refer étav ydp, ver. 14, 
to ver. 12, and to explain away ver. 13 (although containing a 
most striking confirmation of the second half of ver. 12) by a 
parenthesis. Certainly as a parenthesis must ver. 13 in any case 
be taken according to the interpretation in question. Manifestly 
the apostle must in that case have developed his thoughts in the 
following order: “ They who sinned without law shall also perish 
without law; for although dvoyor, they have yet a vouos. They 
who sinned in the law shall be judged by the law; for not 
hearers, but doers of the law are just.” But if ver. 13 is to be 
taken as confirming the second half of ver. 12, not parenthetically, 
ver. 14, as confirming the first half of ver. 12, must necessarily 
have been introduced by some such form as opoiws dé cal, instead 
of by érav yap. — We must therefore abide by the view that ver. 
14 contains the confirmation of ver. 13. But then it can only 
confirm the words of the 13th verse: od yap of axpoatat Tod vouov 
Sixavo. Tapa T@ Ved. “Not hearers of the law are just before 
God, for the Gentiles also have a law, i.e. for the Gentiles also 

are akpoatal Tod vouov.” The Jews were filled with pride and 
conceit in their possession of the law, their hearing and know- 
ledge of the law. In this they held their superiority to the 
Gentiles to consist. The apostle shows how futile is this 
superiority, since mere knowledge of the law cannot be denied 
even to the Gentiles. This exposition harmonizes also with the 
entire strain of this second chapter ; for everywhere (vv. 1, 9, 10, 
11, 26, 27) the apostle aims at reducing to nothing the illusive 
prerogative of the Jews above the Gentiles. Hence he begins 
the third chapter with the question rising naturally out of the 
exposition of the second: 7’ ody 7d mepicodv tod *Iovdaiou ; 
But then it follows as matter of course from this intimate con- 
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nection of ver. 14 with ver. 13, that no parenthesis can be begun 
with ver. 14. 

—éray] puts a case whose occurrence is described as possible : 
in case that =as often as (Matt. xv. 2; John viii 44; 1 Cor. 
xiv. 26). 

—é6vn] Luther rightly: the Gentiles. The article before the 
substautive may be dispensed with when an adjectival definition 
follows, comp. ix. 30. Even without such addition €@vn may be 
referred to the entire Gentile world, and as a self-defined totality 
stand without the article (iii. 29; Luke xxiv. 47; Steiger 
on 1 Pet. i. 10; Huther and de Wette on 1 Pet. it 4). 
Others translate indefinitely: Gentiles. So eg. Meyer: Gentiles 
among whom the supposed case occurs. Comp., too, Hofmann, 
Schriftbeweis, I. p. 567, and van Hengel here. But here the sub- 
ject is not merely individual Gentiles, but the totality of Gentiles. 
If the absence of the article is pressed, we must interpret: “ Men 
who are Gentiles,’ in which case their collective whole would still 

be contemplated. Ali Jews boast of possessing the law. The 
apostle shows that in this all, not merely individual, Gentiles are 
their equals. The delineation of morals given in the first chapter 
is not in contradiction with this; for the life of the Gentile world, 

1 In spite of Meyer’s adverse comments, I am still unable to depart from the view 
given in the text. I do not understand how vv. 14, 15 can establish the regulative 
principles of justification through the law (of roimrai rod vouou dixcswbiooveras, ver. 13) 
in respect to the Gentiles ; for even if the Gentiles fulfilled their vip0¢ ypuwrds tv rais 

xupdioss avrwy, they would still not be ramrai rod vowov to whom the dixasootyn beod 

could be due, because the natural law of conscience is still but a substitute for the 
revealed law, and contains the chief command of the latter, the command of love, if 

at all, in any case in a very imperfect form and obscure shape. But nothing but 
ayann is the raArpapa vowov, xiii. 10, — What Meyer advances against this objection 

of mine in subsequent editions leaves the matter just where it was. The question is 
not, that really neither the Jews fulfil the revealed law, nor the Gentiles the law of 

conscience, and therefore neither of the two, as matter of fact, is justified through 

the fulfilment of His law; but the question is that in the case of the Gentiles even 
the possibility does not exist, which Meyer’s exposition supposes, of being justified 
through perfect fulfilment of their imperfect law. But when Meyer calls the 
exposition given by me in the text arbitrary, because it refers yép, ver. 14, not to 

the assertion directly preceding (of roimrai +. vou. dixciw.), ver. 138, but to the purely 

negative sentence (0d yap of &xpoural +. vip. dix. rape x. be), which merely served to 
prepare the way for this assertion, it is to be remarked that this negative sentence 
really contains the main thought of ver. 13, which suggests the positive assertion as 
a natural antithesis. .The Jews were judged by the law (ver. 12), for the mere 

possession of the law does not, as they fancy, exempt them from judgment. —The 
objections of Mehring, based on utter misunderstanding, nay, an entire perversion 
of my view, need no refutation for the thoughtful reader. 
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even in its deepest degeneracy, was regulated by rules and prin- 
ciples having the sanction of law, and the individual Gentile, 

even though belonging to the most corrupt class, still could 
not absolutely break with all conduct framed in harmony with 
law. 

—Ta py vopov éxovta| not Ta vowov pn éyovra, in order to 
mark more distinctly the contrast of yu) vowov éyew and dice Ta 
TOU vomov TroLEly. 

—dgvoer] not, as some expositors wish, to be joined with the 
foregoing Ta pi) vopov éxovra, but with the following ra Tod vopov 
moun. The first mode of connection makes ducer flat and pleonastic, 
if it can be said at all of the revealed law which comes only @éce 
that any one has it dvce. But didces has the force of natura 
duce, without being impelled thereto by command from without: 
without undergoing the discipline of the Mosaic law, Schol. Maiz., 
pvoet, TouTécts Tols puarkols Eropweva Noyro pots. 

—tTa Tov vopouv tom] do what belongs to the law, what is con- 
tained in the law, observe the precepts of the law. Paul says not 
TOV vomov Tovey, aS in ver. 13, or Tov vomov Tedety, as in ver. 27, 
but ta Tod vouov troseiv. Thus they keep not the voyos in its 
profound inner sense (vii. 14) and entirety, but observe parti- 
cular, outward commands in it—one this, another that. They 
have épya vomov, like the Jews who still are not on this account 
mowmtai, but only axpoatat.tov vouov. The plural trovdow in- 
stead of vom, which Lachmann has received, appears to be a 
grammatical correction. 

—otrou] referring to é0vn Ta py éyovTa vomor, a current con- 
structio ad sensum (Matt. xxviii. 19; Acts xxvi.17). It resumes 
with energy €@vn Ta px) voor Eéyovta in the sense of of TovodTor, 
such men, they who do the commands of the law without having 
the law. 

—é€avTois eiot vouos] are the law to themselves, or: are to them- 
selves instead of the law=they give the law to themselves. 
Interpreters quote Aristot. Lth. Nicom. iv. 14: 0 érevbépios ot Tas 
é£ev, olov vouos dv éavt@. But it is not to be rendered, with 
Luther: they are a law to themselves, but: are the law to them- 
selves ; for vowos is always, as already observed, the Mosaic law, 

and what the apostle wishes to intimate is just this, that in their 
possession of the Mosaic law the Jews have no precedence over 
the Gentiles. But the apostle here characterizes the import of 
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the vouos from the standpoint of the Jews; what the vouos was 
to them, the entire series of external commands, though relating 
to moral conduct, this in point of fact the Gentiles also possessed. 
But the deeper spiritual nature of the voyos remained a mystery 
to both alike, to Jews as to Gentiles. 

Ver. 15. oftwwes] quippe qui, as those who, who indeed, they who, 
introduces the explanation and confirmation of éavtois eiou vowmos. 
Hence to be taken in a directly causal sense: for they, 1. 25. 

—évdelxvuvtar] manifest, make known, namely, by their very 
Ta Tod vopov Trovety, ver. 14, not by the paptupia THs cvverdnoews 
adduced immediately afterwards. Apart from all else there is no 
logical cogency in saying: “The Gentiles who do the works of 
the law are the law to themselves, for they show their inward 
possession of the law by the existence of the testimony of con- 
science.” 
—16 épyov Tod vouov] is most simply interpreted as correspond- 

ing to Ta Tod vouou, ver.14. The singular is collective, as in ver. 7, 

embracing the entire sum of the épya véwov in a unity. But the 
work of the law or the works of the law are written in their 
hearts, in so far as they confess themselves bound by the law. 

—rypamrtov év tals Kapdlaits av’tov] The emphasis rests on év 
Tals Kapdiais av’Tov, in contrast with the stone tables on which 
the decalogue, or even with the rolls on which the entire Mosaic 
law, was recorded. By their acting in harmony with law, the 
Gentiles show that they possess the law recorded, not indeed on 
stone and parchment, but on their heart, and so far are the law 

to themselves. 
—ovppaptupovens avtayv THs cuvedjcews] their conscience at 

the same time bearing witness, namely, that the work of the law is 
written on their heart, that they are the law to themselves. Two 
witnesses, then, testify to the Gentiles’ possession of the law : first, 

their acting in accordance with law; secondly, the existence of 
conscience in them. ouppaptupety retains its primary significa- 
tion: wna testari, to testify at the same time, namely, at the same 
time with Ta tod vopov trovetv, in which the first évdevEcs consists. 
By cvveidnors here can only be understood conscience conseqguens 
so called, conscience antecedens being the vouos ypamrtos év tats 
kapoias. That they have in their hearts a consciousness of the 
demands of the moral law, they indicate first by their acting in 
accordance with law, and again by their conscience passing judg- 
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ment on their acts. The nature of this ouveidnovs is brought to 
light in the following words. 

—kal petaEd ad\dprAwWY TOV oyiopaV KaTHYopotYTwY % Kal 
atroroyoupévor] the thoughts accusing or excusing, and by the very 

fact that conscience manifests itself in these judicial acts, bear 
witness to the presence of véwos ypamros év Tais Kapdiats. As the 
words cat petaEd . . . dtroNoyoupévwy contain the epexegesis of cvp- 
papT. ... cuvedjoews, the xai is to be taken explicatively. petrakd 
aAdnrav, one among another. There takes place, as it were, a 

dialogue between the thoughts, one accusing, the other acquitting. 
Thus we get the meaning: one to another, alternatim, reciprocally. 
TaV oyopov, the thoughts, as the individual actions of the 
cvvevoyjas, the employment of the latter in the way of reflection 
upon the case lying at any time before it. xatnyopotvtav %) Kat 
aTroNoyoupéverv is used absolutely. The object of the accusation 
or acquittal is the act brought before the critical tribunal of the 
conscience. 1% kal, or even. Thus the conscience will find more 
to accuse than acquit. From this it is evident how far the 
apostle is from identifying ta tod vouov trovety, ver. 14, with 
TAHPOMLA vomov, xiii. 10. Despite the partial obedience to law 
on the part of the Gentile world, the main function of conscience 
in every particular individual will consist in accusing his acts— 
Indirectly, then, vv. 14, 15 certainly contain an illustration of 

the first clause of ver. 12, for that the Gentiles perish, although 

cvouoe is based upon the fact of their having in the law of con- 
science a substitute for the vowos.' At the same time, in the 
close of ver. 15 the thought of the predominance of the condemn- 
ing activity of conscience is made specially emphatic. Hence it 
was natural for the apostle, with ver. 16, to return to the thought, 
already floating before his eyes in vv. 12, 13, of the day of final 
judgment. 

Ver. 16. The witness of conscience, spoken of in ver. 15, 
referred to moral conduct in the present life. But as the apostle 
was describing it, the thought was borne vividly in upon his 
mind in the way indicated, how this would manifest itself most 
decisively in the general judgment. On this account he passes 

1 In so far Calov’s remark holds good : ‘‘Scopus autem Apostoli est convincere gentes, 
quod non defuerint ipsis media cognoscendi, quodque inexcusabiles sint, etiamsi solo 
naturae lumine instructi, atque id conclusio etiam Apostoli probat, nimirum gentiles 

citra legem scriptam peccantes, citra legem condemnandos esse, ex sola naturae lege.” 
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on to the latter without so much as indicating the change in the 
course of thought by varying the phraseology, as by Kai todro 
peddora, Winer, p. 707.1 Therefore ver. 16 is to be joined 
directly with ver. 15. To connect it with ver. 12 or ver. 13 is 
not allowable. For apart from the fact that no parenthesis begins, 
as we have seen, with ver. 13 or ver. 14, and therefore ver. 15 

cannot close one, in ver. 16 after so long a digression some sign 
of the resumption should have been found. But yet the reference 
to the future final judgment can begin neither with évdexvurtat, 
ver. 15, nor with cvppaprtupovens, nor with cal weraEd addAjrov. 
In the first case we should have expected, for the sake of clear- 
ness, either €v sjuépa Ore Kpivet KT. to come first, or to see the 

future of the verbs used (€évde/xvucOat, cuppaptupely, KaTnyopeiv). 
Further, we saw that with évdexvevtas logical sequence compels 
us to supply: by woety ta Tod vowov. And if we desired to 
begin the reference to the future with cuppaptupovons, the 
ratification by the testimony of conscienee in the present life 
would be passed over in a very strange and inappropriate manner. 
In the last place, the natural, strict, and epexegetical reference 
to the paptupia tis cvvedjoews forbids us to take the words 
KaTnyopovvT@y 3) Kal dtroNoyoupévwy in the future sense. Rightly 
says Calvin: “Observa autem, quam erudite describat con- 
scientiam, quum dicit nobis venire in mentem rationes, quibus, 

quod recte factum est, defendamus: rursum quae nos flagitiorum 
accusent ac redarguant. Rationes autem istas accusandi ac de- 
fendendi ad diem Domini confert: non quia sint tune primum 
e:mersurae, quae assidue nune vigent ac officium suum exercent: 
sed quia sint tune guoque valiturae, ne quis ut frivolas et evanidas 
contemnat.” But we are not on this account to take év 7pépa, 

ver. 16, for ets *épav. Rather is the purport of vv. 15, 16 to 

be paraphrased: “that the Gentiles have a law written in their 
hearts is testified, not only by their conduct being conformed to 
law, but also by their conscience and their thoughts which re- 
ciprocally accuse or justify even now, but especially in the day 
of final judgment.” Still, with this is not to be supplied: even 
now, but especially ; but Katnyopetv and azronoyetc Oat, first of all 

contemplated as present now, awaken withal the idea of the 
future xatnyopia and amodoyia, the participia pracsentis realizing 
the future in a more vivid manner. How conscience in particular 

1 So in the fifth edition ; in the sixth he adopts another construction. 



88 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS, 

decisively and powerfully exercises its judicial office, Wisd. v. 

13, 14 describes. 
—rd kpuTtTa Tav dyOpwrer] are not the Aoy:cpnot mentioned 

in the previous verse, for these are not the object of judgment, 
but themselves assent to God’s judgment, especially in so far as 
they make xatyyopia. Further, 74 xputta trav avOpwrrev denotes 
not exclusively the secret dispositions of men, as in 1 Cor. iv. 5, 
xiv. 25, where Ta xpumtTa tis Kapdias is expressly said, but 
secret deeds are meant as well, comp. Eph. v. 12: ta xpudh 
yuvopeva tr avtav; 2 Cor. iv. 2: Ta kpuTta ths aicydvns; Luke 
viii. 17: od ydp éote KpuTTov, 6 ov avepov yerncetar. The 
hidden things of men: Ta xpurta Tov avOpwTwr, are thus all 
things in the inward and outward life that either are not known 
to others at all, or not known according to their moral character. 
But no doubt the phrase is selected on suggestion of, and with 
reference to, Aoysopol, ver. 15, because ieee) are hidden things 

that come to light in the day of judgment, and because they also 
bring before their tribunal not only open, but also, and indepd 
chiefly, secret deeds and purposes. 

—xaTa To evayyédov pov] “Suum appellat ratione ministeri,” 

says Calvin. “Plane sicut ego hoc omnibus populis annuntiy,’ 
explains Grotius, comp. 2 Tire ii. 8. Even the announcement 
of the judgment day is a part of supernatural revelation. Comp. 

Mehring here. 
—6ia "Inood Xpioctod] the Mediator of grace, as of gudgment 

(John v. 22; Acts x. 42, xvii. 31; 1 Cor. iv. 5; 2 Cor. v. 10; 
2 Tim. iv. 1). But then the substance of the thoughts developed 
vy. 14—16 contains, of course without design, not only a further 
expansion of oftwes TO Sixatwpa Tod bea3 érreyvovTes, i. 32, but 
also above all a complement to 1. 19,20. The revelaeam of 
nature and reason is the medium to the Gentiles of knowledge 
of God; but they have withal a knowledge of Jaw of which the 
medium is the consciousness implanted within them. Doubtless 
both these are obscured by sin, but even their remnants suffice 
to leave them without excuse in God’s sight. The knowledge of 
God surviving condemns their idolatry; the knowledge of law 
surviving condemns their immoral life. 

. Ver. 17 recurs to ver. 13. Not hearers of the law are just 

before God, ver. 13, for knowledge respecting the law pertains even . 
to the Gentiles, vv. 14-16; but if thou boastest of this know- 
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ledge, hearing, and possession of the law, and yet art a trans- 
eressor of the law, thy boasting is vain and futile, and will 
therefore avail thee nothing towards the righteousness that God. 
regards, vv. 17-24. Everything said in this chapter hitherto 
in a certain sense paves the way for this last section, vv. 17-24, 

‘in which the apostle attacks the Jews openly, lays bare their sins, 
and shows that they are no better than the Gentiles. e 6é] 
The apodosis commences with ver. 21. After the protasis: 
“Tf thou knowest the law and boastest of it,’ one would have 

expected the apodosis: “ wherefore transgressest thou the law ?” 
But with ver. 21 begins an easy change of construction, occasioned 
by the accumulation of protases, as the resumptive odv, usual in 
such an anacoluthon, intimates. Winer: “The simple apodosis 
which Paul had in his thoughts was perhaps this: thow oughtest 
then thyself to act according to law. But he expands this thought, 
proceeding antithetically, in such a form that in the words 
SiddcKxav, knpicocwv, Bdedvooopevos, allusion is made to the con- 
tents of the protasis.”’ The reading édé or ie, after which 
Luther translated, instead of e¢ dé, which, moreover, is attested by 
external authorities, either arose from the itacism (comp. Jas. 
iii. 3), or is a designed correction for the purpose of avoiding the 
anacoluthon. 

—'Tovéaios] After the return from the Babylonian exile the 
name of the whole people of Israel, Neh. i. 16, v. 17; withal a 

title of honour in distinction from the Gentiles, Gal. 1. 15; Rev. 
i. 9, :in.. 9. 

—érrovouatyn] not: thou art surnamed, but: thou art named ; 
for €rrovowdlew tia Te may be resolved into dvopdlew eri Twa 

vt, and then does not differ from dvoudfew tid tv, comp. LXX. 
Gen. iv. 17, xxv. 26. 

—eravatatn TH vouw] = wérolas ev TO vouo, Phil. iii. 4: 
metroulévat €v capxi, denotes the confidence, the reliance and 

trust of the Jews in the outward possession of the law, on which 
they, as it were, reposed. So Mic. iii. 11: vy mindy ; LAX: 
kal él Tov Kvpiov étaverravovto, Comp. 1 Mace. viii. 12: pera 
Sé Tov Pitwy aiTav Kal Tdv éravaTavopévav avTois cuvEeTHpHTaV 
giriav. The article before vouw in the present passage is wanting 
in good manuscripts, and, with Lachmann, is probably to be 
omitted, as in ver. 13. 

1 Winer, p. 711. (The quotation in Philippi is from a former edition.) 
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—kavyaca év 0d] Thou boastest of God, as one who is the 
Father and covenant God of Israel exclusively. The apostle 
does not question this priority in the abstract (comp. ix. 4; Gen. 
xvii. 7; Jer. xxxi. 33), for in point of fact it furnished matter 
for genuine Kxavynous (Isa. xlv. 25; Jer. ix. 24). But the Jews 
forfeited even this priority. “ Haec igitur non cordis gloriatio sed 
linguae jactantia fuit,” says Calvin. On the uncontracted form 
kavyaoat, comp. Winer, p. 90. The preposition é€y indicates the 
sphere in which the boasting is carried on, or that wherein the 
boasting rests, after the analogy of yalpeww, tépTecOar ev. Mani- 
festly in the words "Iovdaios émovoy.—éravat. vouo@—Kavy. €v 
de® a gradation finds place. 

Ver. 18. ywooxes To OédAnya] namely, as is self-evident 

(xii. 2), avtov, which is omitted, not as Bengel suggests from 
regard to Jewish evAdBea, which shrank from uttering the 

divine name, but to obtain a shorter clause in harmony with the 
rest. 

—Soxipalers Ta Scadépovta] so also in Phil. i. 10. Soxepafev, 
either: to prove, or: to approve. ta dvapépovta from dvadéper, to 
excel (Matt. vi. 26; Heb. i. 4), either= that which excels, or = that 
which differs. Therefore Soxypdfes ta Svadépovta, either: thow 
approvest that which excels, or: thow provest that which differs, Le. 
that which is right and wrong. The latter meaning seems here 
preferable. So already Theodoret rightly: évavtia addnXrao1s, 
Suxatocvynv Kab ad.xiav, and Theophylact: xpives ti Set mpaEat 
cat Th pn Set mpaEar; comp. Heb. v. 14: dudxpious Kadod Te Kal 
kaxov. ‘Testing the difference between right and wrong is the » 
result of knowledge of the divine will. No doubt with the 
other interpretation: thow approvest the excellent (so already the 
Vulgate : “ probas utiliora ”), a climax arises in relation to ywoaxeus 
TO OéXnua; but this at least does not appear essential. Luther 
follows the Vulgate, although rendering doxiudfew by “ prove:” 
“thou provest what is best to be done.” 

—xkaTnyovpmevos €x Tod vouov] Instruction in the law is the 
source of ywookew TO OédAnwa and of Soxipafery Ta Siadépovta, 
because in the law itself both the will of God and the distinction 
of right and wrong, of pure and impure, are recorded. Katnyov- 
Hevos, part. praes., not katnxnOeis, for it is not youthful instruction, 

occurring but once, that is meant, but continuous instruction out 
of the law. 
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Vv. 19, 20. Relying on this their theoretical knowledge of the 
law, the Jews even set up as teachers of the Gentiles, whom 
they in their arrogance described as tupdAovs, as Tods év cKoTEL, 
as ddpovas, and vyiovs. On the proselytizing of the Jews, and 
the judgment passed on it by the Lord, comp. Matt. xxiii. 15. 
mémovlas Te ceavtov KTr.| The accus. cum infinit. puts for- 
ward the subject (ceavrov) with emphasis. Else it might also 
have read: sémouas te odnyos civas TupA@v, or: TémoLOds TE 
Ste odnyos ef TUPABY. 

—odnyov eivae tuprdv| comp. Matt. xv. 14: odnyot eice 
tuprol tuprav. The tuvddoi here are not the illiterate Jews, 
6 dyhos 6 pn YwWooKwy Tov vowov, John vii. 49, the PINT DY, 
for from ver. 17 onwards Paul is describing the assumption 
of all Jews. Further, here apparently we are not so much to 
think of proselytes, although even to them predicates as little 
honourable were applied, as of the Gentiles who were to be 
made proselytes. 

—?as Tov év oKdTer] comp. Matt. iv. 16: 6 rads 6 Kaby- 
pevos ev oKOTEL. 
—Traeuti adppovev]| not: a chastiser of the ungodly, so that 

ddpwv would have to be taken like the Hebrew >23, foolish in 
the sense of ungodly, but as the synonyms tudAoi, of év cKdTer, 
vymvoe intimate = an educator, a teacher of the foolish. 

—diddoKxarov vyntiwv| those not of age, of course not in 
years, but in mind, are meant, 1 Cor. ii. 1; Gal. iv. 3; Eph. 
iv. 14. The accumulation of synonyms (tuddol, of év cKorTer 
«TX.) strengthens the description, and brings out the assumption 
of the Jews in keener relief. 

—éyovta THY pophwow THs yvooews Kal THs adnOelas ev TS 

vow@| The participle is to be resolved: ut gui habeas. Paul 
is speaking here in the person of the Jews who seek to justify 
their bearing to the Gentiles, although at the same time he 
on his part does not deny that the law really contains what 
they find in it. Hence popdwous here cannot be taken in the 
sense of species, appearance, shadow, in opposition to reality 
and truth. Rather is uoppwors (primarily, the act of imagining, 
then the result of this act =dmage, figure) synonymous with 
tuTos, vi. 17; brotimwous, 2 Tim. i. 13= the form, the 
impressed figure, the real impression, the forma quae rem 
exprimat ; comp. Cic. de Of. 1. 29: forma officti. Among the 
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Greeks, wopdwopya. In the LXX. also popdwous is not found. 
The article before popdwors denotes that it is a form cor- 

responding to the reality, the form absolutely, not merely a@ 
one-sided, defective form. yva@cus, like adOeva, in the objective 

sense, 1 Tim. vi. 20. yva@ous, complete knowledge, is here no doubt 

of itself the well-known truth, but by the addition of ad7@eva it 
is specially distinguished as truthful knowledge. Thus the truth 
is not contained in the law as an abstract idea, but in such 

concrete form and shape as man can perceive. On the opinion 
of the Jews respecting the law, comp. Ecclus. xxiv. 23-29. 

Ver. 21 begins the apodosis, which, falling into distinct 
co-ordinate clauses, concludes only with ver. 23. These five 
members of the apodosis are most expressively taken, with 
the Greek exegetes, with Griesbach, Lachmann, e¢ al., as inter- 

rogatory sentences. If the emphasis is not to be lost, they 
must at least be taken in the form of an apostrophe. With this 
passage comp. LXX. Ps. 1. 16 ff: ward ob Sunyn ta SiKato- 
pata pov, Kat avarauBavers tHv SvaOneny pov dia oTomaTos 
cov; ov 6€ éwionaas tratdciav Kal é&éBades Tovs Aoyous pov 
eis Ta Orricw’ ef eOempers KNETTHY, oUveTPEXES AUTO, Kal pETa 
powyav thy pepida cov étiBes.—ceavTov ov didaoKers 3] 1.0. 
thou appliest not thy teaching to thyself, as thy corrupt life 
shows. Paul adduces three instances of this moral corruption, 
KNETTELV, pmoLyEevE, Lepocvdrcty, On which Bengel not inaptly 
remarks: “atrocissime peccas in proximum, te ipsum, Deum. 
Ad gentes Paulus ostenderat peccata primum contra Deum, 
deinde contra se, deinde contra alios, nunc ordinem invertit: 

nam peccata contra Deum, in gentibus apertissima sunt, in 
Judaeo non item.” 

—o Knptocwv pn KdrérTeW] Kyptcceyv, NIP, to proclaim 
aloud, to preach; pn KrérTew, not to steal, i.e. that one must 
or should not steal. But a def or é&e@vat is not on this 
account to be supplied. Rather there is implied in knpvccew 
itself (comp. Aéyew, ver. 22) the notion of commanding. On 
the construction, comp. Winer, p. 405. 

Ver. 22. With 6 Aéyov pn porxyeverv, wouxyeders, comp. the 
history of the adulteress and the Pharisees, John viii. 3-9. 
6 BoerAvocdbpevos Ta eidwra] the Jews called the idols of the 
heathen OP, Ezek. xx. 7; Miayin, 2 Kings xxiii. 13; Bdedvy- 
uata, 1 Mace. vi. 7. 
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—iepoovneis] Luther: “thou robbest God of what is His,” 
on which he comments: “Thou art a robber of God, for it is 

God’s glory which all who would be holy through works take 
from Him.” Similarly Calvin: “sacrilegium simpliciter est 
profanatio divinae majestatis;” Bengel: “quia Deo non das 
gloriam, quae proprie Dei est.” But as xKrgérrew, povyevery, 
denote particular outward offences in the proper sense, ‘epocv- 
Aeiv here is scarcely meant to be taken in this improper, 

general, spiritual sense. Others, accordingly, have supposed 
a reference to an indirect dishonouring of Jehovah by robbing 
His temple at Jerusalem. “ Thou art horrified at idols, as if 
God’s honour were thy sole concern, and yet robbest thou 
God’s temple?” Appeal has been made to Mal. i 8-14, 
ii, 8-10, Joseph. Antt. Jud. viii. 5. 5f., where examples of 
indirect temple-robbery are recorded. However, the opposition 
of diddoKev and ov diddcxery, of pu) KrAErTEW and KAérTey, of 
pa) povyeve and poryevev, requires us to assume as the opposite 
to PoedvacecOat Ta eldwra a reference to Gentile idolatry. The 
complete antithesis would have been 0 BdeAvocopevos Ta cidwra 

Tots efd@Aols AaTpevers; but from the return of the Jews from 

exile, idolatry proper no more lifted up its head among them. 
On this account Paul selects the sin next in criminality to 
idolatry,—robbery of Gentile idol-temples, by which the Jews, 
despite their horror of idols, nevertheless, from greed of .the 
temple-vessels and treasures, really defiled themselves with the 
idolatrous images of Gentile temples; thus, according to their 
own views, entering into unhallowed fellowship with idols, and 
even indirectly participating in idol-worship, comp. 1 Cor. x. 
Thus in the words 0 PdeAvccopuevos Ta cldwra, fepocvdcis, sharp 

reproach and keen irony are implied. JepoovAciy in our passage 
was early applied by Chrys, Theoph.,) and Oecum. to the 
robberies committed by Jews in heathen temples. They are 
followed by the majority of modern expositors. Such tepocvrciv 
was expressly and strictly forbidden in the law (Deut. vii. 25). 
That it nevertheless occurred in those days has been concluded 
from Acts xix. 37; Joseph. Antt. iv. 8.10. Probably it took 

1 Theoph. remarks well : ipocvriay rtyes chy aQalpsow cov dvarbsutvov ois eidoArors. 
Kai yap i xal iBdcavooovra ra tidwaw, GAA’ Gums TH PiAovpnuaria Tupavvousvar Aarovee 

Tay sidwrixay avabnudrwy d1’ aioxpoxepdiay, save that he limits fpocvaciv too narrowly 

to the purloining of the zvaéipara, 
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place more commonly than we are in a position to prove from 
the accounts that have come down to us. By «rézrevv, wouvyeverv, 

iepoovneip, then, the apostle describes the sins of robbery, adultery, 

and sacrilege that were both openly current among the Jews, 
and practised still more frequently in secret, nay, were per- 
petrated under the hypocritical mask of devotion (Matt. xxii. 14). 
Still he certainly did not exclude cognate forms of evil, such as 
evil desire and inclination to these sins. 

Ver. 23. The apostle having mentioned by name three special 
offences, sums up his description of the Jewish violation of the 
law in the words of this verse: “To sum up briefly, Thou who 
makest boast of the law, dishonourest thou God by trangressing 
the law?” Certainly the language becomes still more impressive 
if this concluding verse be taken, not as a question, but as an 

apostrophe or categorical declaration. ods év voum Kavyacat] 
comp. ver. 17: xavyaoat év Ged. In Bar. iv. 3, the vopos is called 
the do&a of Israel; and in ver. 4 it is said: paxdpior éopev 
*Iopannr bts Ta apecta TOD Oeod Huiv yvootd éotw; comp. Ps. 
exlvi. 19, 20. 

—rov Oedv atysdfers] The antithesis of év vouw cavyaoas and 
tov Ocdv atypdfes is explained by the fact that the vowos is a vomos 
Geos. God may be dishonoured by the mapdBacis vouov in a 
twofold sense; first, in that the transgressor of the law robs God 
of the honour accruing to Him from obedience to the law; and 
again, which is the chief point here, in that he is the cause 
of others reproaching the true God, seeing that they judge of 
His nature and law by the moral character of His servants. 
“ Quomodo et hodie,” says Calvin, “Christum dehonestant per 
evangelii transgressionem, qui de ejus doctrina otiose garriunt, 
quam interim effreni ac libidinosa vivendi forma proculcant” 
(comp. 2 Pet. ii. 2). The opposite is found Matt. v. 16: otTe 
appdata TO Pas vuov euTrpoclev TaV avOpeTar, Stas iwow 
ipov Ta Kara épya, Kat SoEdcwou Tov Tatépa tuav Tov ev Tois 
ovpavots. On the other hand, from the wickedness of the Jews, 

the Gentiles might readily infer the impurity of their law and of 
Jehovah the lawgiver. 

Ver. 24, The apostle ratifies the reproach against the Jews, 
urged in ver. 23, by a declaration of Holy Scripture. The 
quotation is taken as regards form from Isa. lii. 5; as regards 

substance, from Ezek, xxxvi. 23. In the passage in Isaiah the 
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LXX. translate: 6 duds Scarravtos To dvopa pou Bracdnpetras év 
tois €Oveou. The words 6.’ vuds and év tots €Oveow are not found 
in the original text, but fall in with the sense of the context. 
But the context withal makes clear that the Lord in the prophet 
rebukes not the Jews, but the Gentiles who profaned the name , 
of the Lord by their oppression of the Jews His people. In 
Ezekiel, on the other hand, it is said, ver. 21: To évopa pou To 

dytov, 6 éBeByAwcay oiKos "Iopanr év tots éveow. There the 
Jews are rebuked, because by their banishment, the necessary 
consequence of their sins, they afforded the Gentiles ground for 
disparaging the glory and honour of Jehovah, as if He were unable 
to protect His people. From this Paul derives the general truth, 
that every reproach of the people of Israel, not only the reproach 

on account of their humiliation in a state of servitude, but also 

that on account of their sins, is reflected upon the God of Israel. 
And without doubt, in the case lying before us in the prophet, 
the power of the God of Israel, and with His power His holiness, 
fell under reproach on account of His people’s sins, for which 
reason He there declares that He will hallow His name anew; 

comp. also 2 Sam. xii. 14; Neh. v. 9; 1 Tim. vi. 1. On the 

Kalas yéyparrtat subjoined Bengel observes: “ Convenienter hoc 
incisum hic in extremo ponitur, de re per se evidente: ponitur 
autem ob Judaeos” (ch. iii. 19). Paul, as the ydp, found neither 
in the Hebrews nor in the LXX., shows, makes the prophet’s 

utterance his own, and only afterwards indicates that it is a 
prophetic declaration by the formula of citation placed at the close. 

Ver. 25. The apostle so far had disabused the Jews of the 

notion that the outward possession of the revealed law in and of 
itself conferred on them pre-eminence above the Gentiles, and 
intimated to them that, on the contrary, by their transgression of 
the law they were found in the same condemnation as the Gen- 
tiles. Now he proceeds to strip them of the last refuge to which 
they usually betook themselves, their illusive trust in the posses- 
sion of circumcision. This was so great, that some Jews main- 
tained the opinion that the circumcised need not expect and fear 
the torments of Gehenna. As the outward possession of the law 
avails thee nothing, rejoins the apostle, so circumcision avails 
thee nothing, if thou break the law. By that thy circumcision 
becomes uncircumcision, «.¢. thou art regarded as a Gentile. No 
harder thing could be said to a Jew. 
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—repitoun pev yap aperel, édv vouov mpdoons] The self- 
defined term treptou7) does not need the article, just as little as 
vouos, ver. 12. Even in German (and in English) it is here best 
translated without the article Beschneidung, circwmcision, as a 

descriptive introduction of that to which the Jews attached the 
createst importance. But it is not to be taken metonymically 
for Judaism in general (6 ’Iovdaicpes), or synecdochically for the 
ceremonial law in general, but signifies circumcision as a sign of 
the covenant. yap confirms the position assumed vv. 17-24. 
“ As a transeressor of the law thou dishonourest God, and thus 
art without the dvtavootvn Oeod. To this circumcision, in which 
thou perchance placest thy trust, makes no difference, for cireum- 
cision is of advantage to him that keeps the law.” What the 
advantage of circumcision is, this was not the place to explain 
further. Paul explains (iii. 2, and especially iv. 11), that to 
devout and believing Israelites it was the sign and seal of divine 
grace. The possibility of the vouov mpaccew meant here is 
attested by Ps. cxix. 

—akpoBvaotia yéyovev] The Jews deemed the preputium nd 
especially impure. That circumcision was to be reckoned uncir- 
cumcision, z.e. was to lose all the advantage which it was believed 
to impart to the circumcised over the uncircumcised, was for the 
proud Jews a doctrine full of humiliation. Expositors quote 
analogous passages from Schemoth Rabba, where, in genuine rab- 
binical style, it is said in a literal, as here it is said in a meta- 

phorical sense: “ Dixit R. Berechias: Ne haeretici et apostatae 
et impii ex Israelitis dicant: guemadmodum circumeisi sumus, in 
infernum non descendimus. Quid agit Deus Sanctus Benedictus ? 
Mittit angelum et pracputia ipsorum atirahit (comp. 1 Cor. vii. 18), 
ita ut ipsi in infernum descendant.” Comp. Eisenmenger, Lnt- 
decktes Judenthum, II. p. 339 f. yéyovey is the present of com- 
pleted action (1 Cor. xiii. 1). 

Ver. 26 expresses the converse thought. “If the Jew trans- 
gress the law, his circumcision eo zpso has become uncircumcision, 
ver. 25; if the Gentile keep the law, his uncircumcision co ipso 
has become circumcision, ver. 26.” This last thought is put in 
the form of an affirmative question, to intimate that not even the 
Jew could take exception to it. The inferential particle ody refers 
to the thought expressed ver. 25, that all depends on the observance 
of the law. 1% dxpoBvaria] abstractum pro concreto= 6 axpo- 
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Buoros. To this nomen coneret., which must be taken from the 

nomen abstract., the following avdrod in 4 dxpo8. adtod refers. 
The converse case is found John viii. 44: evorns éotl Kal o 
maT)p avtov (namely, Tod yevdous); Winer, p. 181. Hengsten- 
berg, 2bid., no doubt translates differently, referring adtod to 
apevorns =he is a liar and a father of the liar (as a generic con- 

ception). 
—ra Sixa@pata Tod vomov duAdooy] includes, like tov vopov 

Tedovoa, ver. 27, more than Ta Tod vouov Trovety, ver. 14. There 

is expressed by it a perfect, not merely outward, but withal pro- 
foundly inward observance of the law. ra Sica@para, decrees, 
statutes, ordinances, moral precepts, comp. 1. 32. 

—eis Trepitounv AoyioOjoeTat] comp. ix. 8; Acts xix. 27: 
Royiferat Ts eis TO (or Bate) etvat Tt. Thus the preposition eds 
expresses the result of an act of bringing into account. Uncir- 
cumcision will be brought into account as circumcision, will be 
reckoned as circumcision, and indeed this will be done in the 

judgment. By the uncircumcised, if he observe the law, the same 
cwTnpla will be enjoyed as is destined for the circumcised. Comp. 
Matt. viii. 11: Aéyo dé duty, bre mwoddol a6 advaTorOv Kai Svepav 
néovet, Kal avaxdOnoovrar peta "ABpadp cai ‘Icaak Kai Ilaxof 
év TH Bacircla TOV otpavav; iii. 9: Aéyw yap byiv, Ste ddvaTar 
0 Geos ex TaV AiOwv éyetpas Téxva TO ABpadpw; also 1 Cor. Vii. 
19; Gal. v. 6. In the present case the apostle speaks not merely 
in the abstract of a possibility which merely may become a reality. 
Rather he assumes, as in ver. 10, that cases actually occur 
in which Gentiles exhibit such observance of the law. But this 
only comes to pass in the strength of grace. The declaration 
is accordingly to be referred to the so-called proselytes of the 
gate, the g¢oBovpevo. tov Oedv, comp. Acts xiii. 26, 36, and 

1 Those expositors who take vv. 6-10 merely as sententia legalis, suppose that in 
vv. 25-27 the apostle speaks merely hypothetically. Hence Calov describes the 
declaration before us as a fictio rhetorica, But that the apostle has in view cases 
really occurring, vv. 28, 29 especially seem to intimate. When Meyer calls our 
reference to proselytes of the gate thoroughly arbitrary, and Tholuck describes it as 
a far-fetched makeshift (comp. also Schott, Rémerb. p. 178), it is to be replied that 
these are thoroughly arbitrary suppositions which are not far to seek. With our 
exposition of vv. 6-10 and vy. 25-29, Besser also agrees in Bibelstiinden zum Rémer- 
briefe. To the unregenerate, carnal Jew, the principle of this verse is certainly meant 

‘to be a sententia legalis passing judgment on him; but this is a consequence of the 
fact that to him the picture of the true “Icpana ¢sod, xar& wvedea, forms an utter 
contrast. 

Puitippr, Rox. I. G 
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Hengstenberg on John iii. 21. Next, it admits an applica- 
tion to the Gentile Christians as well, since the Jewish Chris- 

tians, as the Galatian epistle especially shows, were not all free 
from the notion that the Gentile Christians should submit uncon- 
ditionally to outward zrepstouy, in order to attain the dscarocdvyn 
Qcod. The adxpoBvoria of which Paul speaks in this verse is no 

év TO pavep@, év capt Tepitoun, but in truth a wepitoun Kapdias, 
év mvevpatt, vv. 28, 29. Tovv. 25, 26 the saying of Rabbi 
Lipmann supplies a parallel: “verum illi nesciunt, quod fides non 
posita sit in circumcisione, sed in corde. Quicunque vero non 

credit, illum circumcisio Judaeum non facit ; qui vero recte credit, 

is Judaeus est, etiamsi non circumcisus.” 

Ver. 27. «ai | Luther: “ and will therefore.” In this case cai is 
consecutive. Others take the passage as a reply to the question 
ver. 26, give an emphatic force to «puvel, and render xaé, even, 

beside this. In this case «ai is intensive. Lachmann, ef al., less 

emphatically take ver. 27 as a continuation of ver. 26, puta 
comma after Noyic OjoeTas, and a note of interrogation after wapa- 

Batnv vopov. 
—xpweil] comp. Heb. xi. 7: wioter... Na&e.. . xatecKevace 

KiBa@tov' ov hs Katéxpiwe Tov Kodopov; Wisd. iv. 16: Kataxpwel 
dé dikatos Kawov Tovs Cavtas aceBels. Grotius rightly interprets: 
“ comparatione sui tuam culpam evincet,” “ by his righteousness he 
will expose thy unrighteousness and guilt.”  xpuvet at the close 
alludes, by way of rebuke, to «pives, ver.1. The relation will 
be inverted. | 
—1 éx pioews axpoBvaTia]=oi éx pisews axpoBvota. Un- 

circumcision by nature, but which (this is the contrast to be added 
in thought) is a wepstouy év mvevpatt. As to its natural out- 
ward character, it is an axpoBvoria; as to its spiritual inward 
character, a mrepiTous. 

—rov vouov TéeXodca] therefore the reference may be also to 
a perfection of good works in the regenerate, certainly not in the 
Catholic sense of the phrase, but simply in so far as the spiritual 
element in them is taken into consideration, and the carnal im- 

perfection that cleaves to them, for the sake of the righteous- 
ness of faith that hides it, is not brought into account. 
Comp. Matt. v. 48: écecbe ody térXcor; Phil. iii. 15; Col. 
iv. 12; John xvii. 23; 1 John ii. 5: aAnOas cy trovTm 7 
ayaTy tod Ocod TeTeXclwTat; also Gal. v. 23; and yet Paul says 
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with the same truth, Phil. iii, 12: ody dre 48n EdaBov, 7) 7)5n 

TeTeAeleopia. 

—oé Tov Sia Ypapparros Kab TeptTopijs mapaRarny vopov | = 

os Tov TO ypdupa Kal THY TepiToMy ExovTa Kal TapaPalvovTa 

Tov vopov. We should say: with letter and cirewmeision, although 
thou hast letter and circumcision. 6va with the genitive, properly 
= through, denotes here, as often, the circumstances, situation in 

which some one is found doing or suffering something. The 
Greeks regard the circumstances under which anything takes 
place as the remoter cause of what takes place, because the 
circumstances in which we find ourselves usually influence the 
character of the action, modify and determine its distinctive 
qualities. Hence 81a Saxpiav, dia mévOovs, with tears, with grief, 
comp. iv. 11, xiv. 20; 2 Cor. ii. 4, iii, 11; 1 John v.6; Winer, 
p. 475. ypdupa, in allusion to the Mosaic law, never means 

in Paul anything but letter, in contrast with mvebdpa, ver. 29, 

vil. 6; 2 Cor. iii. 6, 7. Here, therefore, it is the same. If the 

word stood simply for vdmos yeypappmévos without further 
emphasis, why did the apostle say Ova vouov Kal mepitouns? As 
ypaua denotes the external letter of the law, so wreputouy denotes 
external circumcision taking place only in the flesh. The Jews 
possessed merely ypdupa and trepetopa év capi, not mvedpua 
and mepitouy Kapdias, which the é« dicews axpoBvatia spoken 
of by Paul possessed. To the former possession they attached 
the greatest value and yet were mapaSdtat vomov, not considering 
TepiToun a@pedel, €dv vowov mpadoons. The purport of this 
verse, then, may be paraphrased as follows: “The uncircumcised 
in flesh, whom thou as such despisest, but who keeps the law, and 
thereby proves that he is circumcised in heart, will judge thee 
who art in possession of the law and of circumcision in the flesh, 
to which thou attachest ‘such value, and yet art a transgressor of 
the law; whereas letter and circumcision were intended to remind 

thee of the duty of observing the law, and only on condition of 
this observance have any value.” Thus 7 é« dicews axpoBvotia 
stands opposed to dd ypaupatos Kal repiTouts, as Tov vomov 
Tehovoa does to tapaBdrns vowov. With the teaching of this 
verse, comp. Matt. xii. 41: dvdpes Nwevitar avacticovtas éy TH 
Kpioet eTA THS yeveds TAUTNS, Kat KaTAaKpLWovCLWW avTHY, and Ver. 
42: Baciduoca Notov éyepOnoetar év TH Kploer eTAa THS yeveds 
Tav7ns, Kal KaTaxpivel avtyv.—The apostle (vv. 25-27) had ad- 
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vanced the doctrine that circumcision which breaks the law will 
be reckoned uncircumcision; on the other hand, uncircumcision 

which keeps the law, circumcision, and will come forward as the 

judge of law-breaking cireumcision—that, therefore, circumcision 

simply is of no avail. This doctrine is supported (vy. 28, 29) 
by the assertion that real Judaism and true circumcision are 
nothing outward, but inward, of a nature not visible and carnal, 
but invisible and spiritual. 

Ver. 28. The subject of the sentence is incomplete, and must 
be completed from the predicate. Ov yap o év TS havepe (se. 
*Tovdaios) Iovdaios éotw ovdé 4 ev TO havepe@, év capkt (sc. mept- 
Topn), TepeToun (€otwv). By “Iovdaios in the second case the 
’Iovdatos adnOwos is to be understood, as by mepetoun the meputoun 
adnOw7.— év TO havepe, év capki, Tepitouy] The words év capi 
are an epexegesis of the words ev 7@ davep®. Circumcision is 
visible, inasmuch as it is performed and perceptible in man’s 
body. A similar depreciation of mere outward circumcision is 
found Eph. ii. 11: 76 tis Neyouévns Tepitopis év capKi yeLpo- 

Toutov. év Te pavep@ Tepito lays stress on the element which 
peculiarly characterizes the €v 76 gavep@ “Iovéaios, although in 
addition he is distinguished from the Gentile by ceremonial 
service also, knowledge of Jehovah and of His law, ete. 

Ver. 29. Several modern expositors take 0 év T@ xpuTT@ as 
subject, "Iovdatos (sc. €or’) as predicate; and in the same way 
TepltToun Kapdias as subject, év mvevpatl, ov ypapparte (sc. €or 

or yiverat) as predicate. “ But he is a Jew who is so in secret, 
and circumcision of the heart takes place in spirit, not in letter.” 
But first of all, the omission of éoriv indicates that the apostle 

wishes 6 €v T@ KpuTT@ "Iovéaios to be connected together. Else 
he would have written, in keeping with ver. 28: dAN o év TO 
KpuTT@, Lovdaios éort. And again his object, as the contrast 
with ver. 28 indicates, is not to teach that circumcision of the 

heart is carried out in spirit, not in letter, but that only heart- 
circumcision—spiritual, not literal in nature—is true circumcision. 
On these grounds we prefer the more generally accepted mode of 
connection, according to which 6 év 7@ KpuT7@ “Iovdaios is the 
subject from which the predicate Iovdaios éote is to be taken, 
and just so mepetou xapdtas the subject from which the predicate 
mepiToun éotw is to be supplied. év mvevpars, od ypdupate is 
then a definitive apposition to ep. capdias, as in ver. 28 év capki 
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is an expexegesis of év T6 daveps. As then (ver. 28) the imper- 
fect subject is to be completed from the predicate, so conversely 
(ver. 29) the entire predicate is to be supplied from the subject, 
and accordingly to be construed: 0 év T@ Kpumt@ “Iovédatos 
(Iovéaios éortiv), kal weprtops) KapSias, év TrvevpaTtt, ov ypaupaTe 
(wrepitoun eotw).—o év TH KpuTTS ‘Iovbatos] a Jew is he who is 
so in secret, i.e. within, in disposition, comp. with tad xpumtd, 

ver. 16, and 1 Pet. iii. 4: 0 xpumrds ths Kapdilas dvOpwros. A 
similar contrast of the év Té davepe and év TO KpuTT@ Iovdaicpos 
is depicted by the Lord in the Sermon on the Mount, Matt. vi., 
comp. especially vv. 6, 18. Such év 7d xpuTTd "Iovdaio. and 
mepituntor TH Kapdia were the believing fathers of the old 
covenant; such also were the Gentiles who adhered to the faith 
of the covenant-people. Expositors quote the analogous rabbinical 
saying: “ Judaei in penetralibus cordis sedent.” 

—repitouh KxapSias] Deut. x. 16; 23°-N YAN DD, xxx. 6; 
Ezek. xliv. 7: 2270; Jer. iv. 4; Acts vii. 51; Col. ii 11; 
Phil. iii. 3. Philo, too, describes circumcision as cvpPorov 7dovav 
extouns. The mepetour capxos had a twofold meaning: first, it 
was odpayis tis Suxaootvns ths wictews, iv. 11; and next, a 
sien of obligation to mepstour Kxapdias. The latter failing, it 
ceased to be odpayls tis Suxavocdyys, and lost its value altogether. 
Indeed, in the case of the unworthy, the sacrament ceases to be 
a sacrament, zc. a means of salvation; not as to its objective 
nature, but as to its subjective advantage; comp. ver. 25, the 
contrast of qeputoun were? and tepitoun aKxpoBvotia yéyovev = 
ovK @denei. 

—é€v Tvevpatt, od ypduparte|] Luther’s note: “spirit means 
what God works in man beyond nature; letter means all action 
of nature.” But here, without doubt, as in the parallel passages 
quoted on ver. 27, by mvedya the mvedua &yov is to be directly 
understood ; by ypdupa, the vouos, in so far as it is outward 
letter, not fulfilled in the wvedya. év is to be taken instru- 
mentally. The circumcision spoken of is one that takes place 
in, 1.e. through, the Holy Spirit, not through the letter of the law. 
The law commands circumcision, and it takes place év ypdupate, 
when it takes place simply in outward obedience to the law; €v 
mvevpate, when the Holy Spirit circumcises the heart and purges 
it of its lusts (2 Cor. iii. 3). The notion that the possession of 
the mvedpwa &yvov could not be ascribed to believers of the O. T. 
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is refuted at once by Ps. li. 12. Whoever, with Luther, in most 
intimate experience simply sees in the psalms the liturgy of all 
saints, and from them has drunk the richest of spiritual comfort 
in time of trial, will be unable again to sympathize with views 
of the O. T. and its worthies so full of dishonour. JIvedya, then, 
is here not, “in distinction from the Holy Spirit of Christianity,” 
an undefined, vapour-like, though “living Spirit, coming from 
God and filling the soul of the true Jew.” Just as little is it 
“the spirit of man” in which circumcision takes place, a mean- 
ing already expressed in xapdéas, and having against it the 
antithesis of wvedwa and ypdupa. 

—ov] To interpret it as neut.=cujus rei, and refer it to the 
entire sentence describing (ver. 29) ideal Judaism and ideal 
circumcision, appears to ws more difficult and improbable than 
the common interpretation of the relative as masc., and referring 
it to "Iovdaios, who, moreover, even in 7reptTou) Kapdias, is to be 
contemplated as the one possessing such circumcision. 
—o érawos] comp. 1 Cor.iv. 5. The article marks out the praise 

as praise that is due, fitting, such as only God the capdsoyveartns 
can bestow. But the Jews sought only praise, approval, and 
honour from men who look at what is outward, John v. 44, xii. 

43. Rightly Oecum.: tis yap KpuTThs Kal év xapdia mepiTouns 
ovk éotae errawéeTns dvOpwmos, aN’ o éTalwv Kapdias Kai veppods 
Oeos. 
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CHAPTER: ITL 

THE apostle has really brought to a close the first section of his 
exposition, dealing with the proposition: ’Iovdaious te cal” EXdnvas 
mavtas up dawaptiav, comp. ver. 9. He might at this point, 
as he does in this chapter, vv. 9-20, summing up once more the 
result and confirming it, especially in reference to the guilt of the 
Jews by Scripture testimonies, conclude this section. But he 
foresees the necessity of a digression, in order to obviate an 
objection naturally rising out of the previous exposition. It 
might seem by what is said in the second chapter, particularly 
vv. 25-29, as if Judaism implied no superiority whatever over 
heathenism,—-a conclusion which would have exposed him to the 
just reproach that he disparaged the revelations made by the 
Lord to the people of Israel. On this account he now himself 

raises the question : 
Ver. 1. Ti odv 76 repiccdv tod Iovdaiov ;] The particle odv 

draws an inference from what precedes, especially 1, 28, 29, 
according to which only spiritual circumcision would avail, and 
the Gentile who fulfils the law would judge the Jew who possesses 
but breaks the law. Or we might refer odv to the entire ex- 
position contained in ch. i. and ii, and its consequence, which 
is drawn out by Calov in the words: “Sz non minus Judaei, quam 
gentiles sub condemnatione sunt, vi peccati, quod demonstrarat 
Apostolus, quid ergo praecipui habent Judaei prae gentibus? et 
quae est circumcisionis utilitas?” Only that in the expressions 
0 Iovéaios and 1 mepitoun the special allusion to the conclusion 
of the second chapter is unmistakeable. It will be best, then, to 

combine the more general and more special reference: If, now, 
Jews are sinners like the Gentiles, and it is no benefit to the Jew 

as a sinner to be a Jew and to possess the outward law. “Tf, 
now, matters stand thus.” 70 mepicoor, that which is over and 
above, Matt. v. 37; what is more, what is better than another thing, 

Matt. v. 47 =1) mwepioceia; LXX. Eccles. i. 3, vi. 8, 4) wpotiunars, 
ornamentum, decus, the pre-envinence. The apostle makes this 
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objection in his own name. If it proceeded from another,—a 
Jew, Gentile, Jewish or Gentile Christian,—this would be indi- 

cated by an épe?s odv or otherwise, ix, 19, xi. 19; 1 Cor. xv. 35. 

— i tis ) @pérera Ths TepitowAs ;] a subordinate question in 
reference to the special value of circumcision, which is not 
separately answered in what follows. Respecting the advantage 
of circumcision, comp. iv. 11. 

Ver. 2. Paul replies to his own question raised in ver.1. modv] 
namely, 7d wepicodv Tod “Iovéalov éotiv. The apostle notices 
only the first part of the question ; nor does he, as observed, return 
again to the @Péreva THs Teputouys. This was the less called for, 
as mepiTouy in reality is merely the seal of the Aoysa Tod Oeod. 

—xaTa TavTa TpoTrov] may be = omnino, profecto, by all means, 
certainly, in every case. Luther: “in truth, exceeding much.” 
But the following mp@rov indicates that several points of pre- 
eminence floated before the apostle’s mind, that therefore cara 
TavTa TpoTav = omni ex parte, in every respect, in all points. 

—mTpatov pev yap] Lachmann omits ydp; but some copyists 
might easily, from reminiscences of wpatov pév, i. 8, pass it over 

in error. Elsewhere ydp is wanting in manuscripts when pev 
yap appear in connection. Some expositors interpret mpatov : 
primarium iallud, or: praecipue, or: 1d quod praecipwum est; sO 
that the complete phrase would run: mpotov pev yap TodTO 
é€otev, Ott, the principal one is this, that God committed to them 

this Aoya. In this case the apostle intended from the first only 
to bring forward the principal one and pass by the rest in silence, 
thus avoiding the anacoluthon. But mpatov is better taken in 
the sense of primum, in the first place. The complete sentence 
then would run: mpa@tov pév yap mepiccel(a éotiv, ott, for in the 
jirst place it is a privilege, that, etc. In this case there should 
follow an eita or évevra; but the apostle, turned aside by ver. 
3 ff., lets this fall through, comp. i. 8; 1 Cor. xi. 18. This is 

quite in keeping with the apostle’s animated style and strain of 
thought. The objection raised by himself (vv. 3, 5) diverts him 
from the mention of further privileges. Add to this, that in fact 
in Stu értotevOncav Ta AOyLa Tod Oeov the chief privilege, com- 
prising within itself most of the others, was instanced, and that 
the apostle was satisfied with repelling, simply in the form of 
suggestion, the reproach that he made light of the God-given 

privileges of Israel. For the same reason, in harmony with the 
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main aim of his areument, he employs the enumeration of 
these privileges to rebuke the unbelief, the unfaithfulness, and 

easy-going self-righteousness of the Jews. Moreover, a complete 
catalogue of Israel’s privileges is found in ix. 4, 5. 

—O6ri émictevOnoay Ta NOYLA TOD Oeod] = STL exovTL TuaTEV- 
Oévta Ta AOyLa TOD Oeod, comp. 1 Cor. ix. 17; Gal. ii. 7; 1 Thess. 
ii. 4; 1 Tim. i. 11. Winer, p. 326: “When a verb which 
governs the dative or the genitive of the person (as muorevew Tivi, 
KaTnyopety Twos) is used in the passive, the Greeks are accustomed 
to make the noun which denotes the person the subject of the 
passive verb.” We say moreveey wi tt, in the passive 
muorevetal Tiwi tt, but usually wictevetat tis Tt. of Iovdaior 
must be supplied as subject to émuctevOncav from the collective 
0 "Iov8aios, ver. 1. ta Oya is accusative of object. The being 
entrusted with a thing implies the obligation of fidelity in taking 
care of the treasure entrusted. Adyiov, properly diminutive of 
Aoyos, is used, both in classical and Hellenistic Greek, chiefly 

of utterances of the Deity. Comp. the rich collection of examples 
in Bleek on Heb. v. 12 in his commentary. The diminutive, 
perhaps, originally indicated the brevity which was a general cha- 
racteristic of oracles. The LXX. employ Adyoy for 124, V8, T7128, 
always in reference only to an oracle of God, whether one of predic- 
tion or command the context decides. Ps. xix. 14 supplies only 
an apparent exception, since Ta Adya TOD oTOpaTos pov there, as 
spoken through the Holy Spirit, may be regarded as at the same 
time Adyia Oeov. Philo also frequently uses the word of the 
oracles of God. In the N. T., in addition to the present passage, 
it is found in Acts vii. 38 of the vouos Maitcéws ; in Heb. v. 12 of 
the evayyéduvov ; in 1 Pet. iv. 11 of God’s revealed word in general. 

The connection, therefore, decides as to the wider or narrower 

reference of the expression. In the present verse there is no 
reason to limit the Acysa tod Oeod exclusively to the vowmos or 
exclusively to the éwayyeAlat. ta ANdyia Tod Oeod, without more 
precise definition, are rather to be referred generally to the oracles 
of God as a whole, treasured up in the O. T. writings and en- 
trusted to the care of the people of Israel. Chrysostom therefore 
rightly interprets: ypnopods dvwbev KateveyOévtas. Without 
doubt the Messianic predictions belonged to these Aoylous Aeod,— 
nay, in a certain sense formed their most essential constituent and 
central point. Calvin therefore rightly interprets: “ Oracula vocat 
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foedus, quod Abrahae primo ejusque posteris divinitus revelatum, 
postea lege et prophetis consignatum ac explicatum fuit.”. And 
Calov: “Non modo oracula Messiam praemonstrantia vel 
érrayyediae notantur, sed wniversa Aeyra et eloquia Dei, tota V. T. 
Scriptura.” The pre-eminence, then, of the people of Israel, 
mentioned here by the apostle, was an objective, not subjective 
one. As guardians of the divine revelations imparted to them, 
they were without question distinguished in the clearest manner 
from the Gentile world, inasmuch as the right use of these saving 
means might to them, as was actually the case with the believing 
fathers of the O. T., prove the medium of salvation. But the 
conversion of this objective pre-eminence, in the first instance 
more -an advantage than a pre-eminence, into a subjective one, 
depended wholly on the right use of the means provided. 

Ver. 3. Tt ydp;| quid enim? for what? for how? removes a 
difficulty lying in the way, and therefore confirms the preceding 
proposition, comp. i.18. The complete form would run: ti ydp 
éotw ; for how stands the matter ?—ei yriotncav twes| Most 
modern expositors refer this to the rejection of Jesus as Messiah 
on the part of the Jews. But, first of all, instead of the general 
Ta AOyta Tod Oeod, ver. 2, we should then have expected the more 
special expression tas émrayyeAtas Tod Oeod. Again, up to this 
point Paul describes only Judaism absolutely, apart from its 
attitude to the gospel. Only with vuvi dé, ver. 21, begins the 
delineation of the Christian period, where likewise the very mode 
of representation withal assumes a specifically Christian hue. 
We therefore prefer the view that the apostle here does not treat 
(as in ch, ix.—x1., comp. especially xi. 29-31) of the Jews’ want of 
faith in the gospel of Christ, which, to pass by the connection, 
is not clearly enough suggested by the form of expression ; but 
of their want of faith in Jehovah’s O. T. revelations, in the 

Aoysa Tod Oeod. In every age, in truth, Israel was a rebellious 
and idolatrous nation. Comp. also Mehring, p. 250. We are 
not, then, with Calov, to think at the same time of the period 

before and after Christ, but only of the first. The dmioroe were 
really not rivés, but odo’; but perhaps tevés is used here not 
so much to soften the expression, as is done in xi. 17, where the 
apostle is opposing the presumption of the Gentiles, as rather in 
contempt or irony. “Quod non valde sub censum veniant,” says 
Bengel. In contrast with the truthfulness of the divine word, 
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the host of unbelievers shows like a small, contemptible crowd. 
With this interpretation Mehring also agrees. aavotetv, 9 amictia 
avtav and % wictis Tod Oeod must all clearly be taken in the 
same sense. Now we may interpret either: to be unfaithful, their 
unfaithfulness, the faithfulness of God, or: to be unbelieving, their 

unbelief, the trustworthiness of God. We prefer the latter, because 
with the trustworthiness, ze. truthfulness of God (Tod Oeod, genit. 

subject.), a synonym for the adnea Oeod, the words ywécbw 6 
Oeds admOns, ver. 4, harmonize. Rightly, therefore, Theophylact 
interprets tHv tlotw Tod Oecd by TO TicTOV THY UTroTVécEwD 
avTod, TO addnGEs, TO dweTaberor, although the brocyéces are not 
exclusively meant. The sense, then, of this verse is: “Should 

the unbelief of the Jews overthrow the truthfulness of God so 
that His revelations are not to be trusted, and therefore cannot be 

regarded as a real means of salvation, or form a true ground of 
privilege to the nation to which they are given?” So little is 
this the case, that, on the contrary, in every age many of the 
Israelites found life through faith in the truthfulness of the divine 
covenant-revelations. “ Ergo significat,” says Calvin, “semper 
mansisse in gente quosdam, qui in promissionis fide stantes ab illa 
praerogativa non exciderint.” But fides specialis in the érayyeria 
includes in it fides generalis in the vouos, the maidaywyds eis 
Xpictov. So far the entire O. T. revelation of God is to be 
regarded as a means of salvation, the law as a preparation, the 
promise as actually saving. And like aiotis, so also does amuatia 
relate to this entire revelation, the undivided Adyla Tod Oeod. It is 

an unbelieving rejection, as well of the law as of the promises of God. 
Ver. 4. py yévorro] = 79°, Gen. xliv. 17, Josh. xxii. 29, 

where also the LXX. render mu) yévorro, 1 Sam. xx. 2, expresses 
negation accompanied with abhorrence, Luke xx. 16. It is 
accordingly the strongest form of denial: méinime vero, God pre- 
vent, God forbid! Luther: “far be it!” a frequent deprecatory 
formula with Paul It invariably deprecates an unseemly infer- 
ence, put in the form of a question, from the preceding exposition. 
Accordingly it is found almost exclusively in the epistles contain- 
ing a systematic doctrinal exposition, namely, in the Roman and 
Galatian epistles (Rom. iii. 6, 31, vi. 2, 15, vii. 7, 13, ix. 14, 
xi. 1, 11; Gal. ii. 17, iii. 21), in addition only in 1 Cor. vi. 15, 
and in the passage cited from the Pauline gospel of Luke. 
Moreover, the formula is not strange to later Greek, 
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—ryivécbw 88 6 Beds adnOys] yuvécPw answers to yévorTo. 
Nay, let God become true, i.e. let the matter have this issue, that 

God is true, ie. be deemed true. God becomes true when in 
the convictions of men He is acknowledged for what He is. 
Theophylact, then, rightly explains ywécOwo by gaveporoba, 
drrodetxvdcOw, ver. 19; or among moderns, Matthias by opodo- 
yetoOw. “Deum veracem dicit, non modo quia bona fide stare 
promissis paratus sit, sed quoniam opere implet, quidquid loquitur,” 

“Calvin. As here dAn6s, so in Tit. i. 2 God is called ayevdns. 
—tras 88 dvOpwtos evorns] comp. Ps. cxvi. 11: ras avOpa- 

mos Wevorns. “Nunc de naturae vitio disputatur, non de gratia 
Dei, quae vitiis remedium est,’ Calvin. If was dvOpwros is by 
nature a liar, we cannot wonder if the tuvés, who, according 
to ver. 3, by unbelief gave divine revelation the lie, were of 
themselves a great multitude. 

—xabos yéypartat xtr.] The citation is taken verbatim 
after the LXX. from Ps. li. 4: “ Against Thee only have I — 
sinned, and done what is evil in Thy sight, H3Im W273 pysn wd 

av, in order that Thou mayest be righteous in Thy speech, 
pure in Thy judgment.” As to the interpretation of the passage, 
comp. Hengstenberg on Ps. v. II. 193. David alleges the illustra- 
tion of God’s righteousness as the end of his sin; for the sin no 
doubt belongs to man, but the form of the sin to God, who places 
the sinner in such circumstances as compel him to reveal his inward 
depravity in a definite manner. “In allusion to this co-opera- 
tion of God, David says that he must needs have committed so 
heinous a sin in order that in the judgment which God held upon 
him, in the first instance through Nathan, His righteousness, 
purity, and holiness might be made known, and hence His name 
glorified and honour increased,” Heng. So also Gesenius in 
Thesaur. p. 1052: “eum in finem peccavi, ut illustretur justitia 
tua.” In this sense, then, Paul interprets the passage in the 
Psalms. Israel’s unbelief, he says, is so far from casting doubt 
upon the divine credibility, that, on the contrary, by its very 
means God alone is exhibited as true, man as a liar; since it was 

ordained by God, in order that by man’s unrighteousness God’s 
righteousness might receive striking illustration. With this view 
the objection of ver. 15 is in thorough keeping. From this 
interpretation it is clear that although the LXX. probably took 
kpivec@ae in the passive sense, Paul, in harmony with the original 
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text, understood it as middle in the intransitive sense: litigare, 
to judge, comp. LXX. Job xiii. 19; Isa. xliii, 26; Jer. il. 35; 
Matt. v. 40; 1 Cor. vi. 1, 6. “In order that Thou mayest appear 
righteous when Thou passest sentence (€v Tols Noyous cou = in 
sententia ferenda), and overcome (despite man’s opposition, appear 
as a righteous Judge) when Thou judgest.” In any case, the 
exposition given is in closer accord with the strain of thought 
in the context than the reference of the passage quoted from the 
psalm to the preceding confession of sin =“ Against Thee only 
have I sinned (this I confess), in order that Thou mayest appear 
righteous in Thy judgment.” Nor is our interpretation in any 
respect inconsistent with the teleology of the O. T. On the 
contrary, Scripture everywhere regards the glorification of the 
divine name as the wltimate aim of every event. Sin, no doubt, 
contradicts the divine woluntas antecedens, but in virtue of the 

voluntas consequens it subserves the manifestation of the divine 
righteousness.—vixay, vincere, used as often in sensu forensi, is 
stronger than 73!F, to which in substance it corresponds. 

The apostle should now properly, in conformity with mpatov 
pev, ver. 12, go on to adduce other privileges of the Jews. 
But the statements of vv. 3, 4 lead him to a digression, which 

is found in vv. 5-8. He had begun to set forth the privileges 
of the people of Israel, and along with this had shown that 
these objective privileges were so far from forming the ground 
of a subjective privilege, that, on the contrary, they served to 
ageravate Israel’s guilt and responsibility. Thus God alone is 
glorified as the righteous and true covenant-God, not the re- 
bellious and faithless people. But now, from this fact, considering 
the proud, litigious spirit of the people, he might look forward 
to a new objection, which he anticipates, starting it in his own 
name. If our unrighteousness, he says, sets in clear relief, as I 
have just shown, God’s righteousness, wherefore then is God 
angry, and why does He punish sinners who by their sin con- 
tribute to His glory? Should we not in that case rather do 
evil that good may come, namely, that by this very means God 
may be glorified? Thus the apostle, as it were, himself points 
out to the self-righteous sinner the last hiding-place of self- 
righteousness for the very purpose of expelling him thence, and 
then anew and for ever binding him in fetters of accusation and 
judgment not to be broken, 
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Vv. 5, 6. ef Sé 4 dbduxlia judy Oe0d Sixatocdvnv cvviornat] 
The expressions déixcia and Sduxacocdvn are suggested by dieavw- 
Ojvat, ver. 4. The dadccia includes in it amuoria, ver. 3, and 
areddos, ver. 4, as the Sixatocdvy includes ddyjPea, ver. 4. The 
unrighteousness (aévcéa) of man is the generic conception to 
which his unbelief and his falsehood belong as species. Just so 
the righteousness (Stxatocvvn) of God is the genus in which His 
trustworthiness and truth are involved as species. ov, looking 
back to was av@pwrros, ver. 4, is doubtless used in the name of 

all men; but Paul is thinking here, as there, mainly of the Jews, 
of whom he is specially treating. The opposed words, 7pav 
Geod, are placed emphatically side by side. ouviotnps = delevup, 
atrobetkvupt, to show, demonstrate, verify (v. 8;.2 Cor. vi. 4, 
vii. 11; Gal. ii, 18). That our unrighteousness sets in relief 
God’s righteousness, the apostle concedes. This he had expressly 
said ver. 4, as he does again ver. 21, just as in xi. 32 the 

display of the divine compassion is alleged as the end of sin. 
But now follows the false conclusion, which might easily be 
deduced from this position, introduced by the apostle’s accus- 
tomed formula—ré €poduev| What should we say? What should 
we hence infer ? (vi. 1, vii. 7, viii. 31, ix. 14, 30). 

— pa) adiKos 6 Beds] Is not God unrighteous? This inference, 
the meaning is, appears to result from the preceding premiss. 7 
in questions stands not merely where a negative answer is presup- 
posed or expected, but also where there is the disposition to believe 
what the question appears to deny (Winer, pp. 641, 642; Matt. 

xii, 23, xxvi. 22; Luke iii. 15; John iv. 33, viii. 22). Certainly 

in the present passage the apostle asks but «at av@pwroy, in 
the name of the ignorant, who are ready to draw such inferences. 
Therefore it is opposed to the context to render: God is not 
unrighteous then ? so that the question leads us to expect a negative 
answer. Rather is yu here not substantially different from nonne. 
The affirmative answer to the interrogative wy is certainly no 
unconditional one. It may be better expressed: “ this indeed is 
scarcely credible, and yet it seems so, and yet one cannot avoid 
this inference.” 

—0 Oeds 0 érihépwv THY opynv] not: God, when He inflicts the 
wrath, but: God, who inflicts the wrath, or: the God who inflicts 
the wrath. It is thus assumed as well known that God is one 
érupépwv tiv opyyv. This is the force of the article before the 
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participle, Winer, p. 167. The article before dpy7 points out 
the wrath as a definite one, namely, the one issuing forth in the 

judgment, the judicial wrath of God spoken of i. 18, u. 5, 8. 
With émidépew dpyjv, comp. Phil. i. 16: émripépew OrAApw ; Jude 
9- émipépew xpicw. But the apostle here has chiefly in mind 
the wrath impending over the nation of the Jews. dédvKos and 
Tv opynv have the emphasis. 

—xatTa avOpwrov réyw| I speak after the fashion of a man, 
like a man, as man. avOpérwov, in opposition to Oetov, has the 
secondary notion of what is imperfect or sinful. So in 1 Cor. 
iii, 3 Kata dvOpwrov Tepitratety stands as a parallel to capKixov 
eivat. The particular force of the Pauline formula cata avOpwrov 

Aéyw is determined by the context in each case. Gal. iii, 15: 
I give an example, taken from ordinary human life, in which is 
implied a condescension to man’s imperfect power of compre- 
hension. Similarly, Rom. vi. 19. I speak after the manner of 
men, who do not weigh their words with exact precision; I avail 
myself, so as to speak intelligibly and forcibly, of the harsher 
expression edovAwOnTe TH Sixatoovvy. 1 Cor.ix. 8: Speak I only 
according to human opinion, which is untrustworthy and decep- 
tive, or not also in accordance with God’s law? In the present 
passage, finally, cata dvOpwrov réyw: I speak as a man, who 
often speaks and judges of God and God’s dealings in a rash, 
unworthy manner. ‘This interpretation Theodoret’s exposition 
does not preclude: ov yap éyé, dyci, Tadta Aéyw, GANA TodS 
Tov dd\rAwv TéeKa Aoyropovs. For when Paul talks after the 
manner of men, he certainly does not speak as a Christian and 

apostle, but as an ordinary man, zc. as other unenlightened men 
are wont to talk. 

—p2) yévorto] an indignant rejection of the perverse inference. 
—é€rel THs Kplvel O Oeds Tov Kocpov] émet expresses the 

ground of this rejection. or, if this were so=else, alioquin 
(xi. 6; 1 Cor. v. 10, vii. 14), how shall God judge the world? 
The future («pwet) stands either for ethical possibility, Winer, 
p. 348, or is also to be taken as purely /futwre, since it refers to 
an event actually occurring in the future. That God judges the 
world is admitted. But from this it follows that ground for the 
judgment exists, that wickedness is actually punishable. Closely 
examined, then, these words do not so much refute as repel a 
blasphemous objection, which, for its own sake, deserves no 
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refutation. Were God unrighteous, the apostle argues, when He 
is wroth at the unrighteousness of men, then would He not be 
so at all. But He is so, as follows from His admitted judgment 
of the world. Therefore sin merits wrath and punishment. 
For the apostle, the righteousness of God is so certain that He 
deems no proof of it necessary. Thus the words: cata avOpwmov 
Aéyo" pn) yévouro’ érrel Tas Kpiwel 6 Beds Tov Koopov, which are 
to be read wno tenore, contain a provisional, parenthetic, indignant 
repudiation of yn) dduKos 6 Oedg 6 éripépwv Thy dpyyv. The apostle’s 
purpose in this is not to give such a refutation as would satisfy 
an opponent, but merely, in the most positive manner, to free 
himself from all complicity in such blasphemous language. 
Accordingly we should perhaps enclose, if anything at all, not so 
much xata avOpwrov Aéyo merely, as Kata... KOcpwov together in 
brackets, by which course the imperatively required connection 
of ver. 7 with ver. 5 is rendered easy. For the believer un- 
doubtedly the reply given by the apostle is enough; for him the 
righteousness of God the judge of all is unalterably fixed (Gen. 
xviii, 25; Ps. 16; Isa. xi 3,4). But the daring objector whom 
the apostle has in view, if this reply were proposed to him, would, 
from his point of view, not shrink from the reply, either that 
God cannot be judge of the world if man’s unrighteousness serves 
only to glorify the divine righteousness; or if He is, that then 
He is simply an unrighteous judge. 

Vv. 7, 8. The apostle having cleared himself from suspicion 
of approving the false inference ver. 5 (yu adios 6 Oeds 0 emi. 
tT. op.), and at the same time for his Christian readers indi- 
cated the mode of its refutation, can now the more freely allow 
himself to amplify the inference but briefly stated in ver.5. The 
yap, ver. 7, then recurs to ver. 5, and introduces a resumption 

and further confirmation of the false inference found there. “Is 
not God unrighteous in His wrath?” ver. 5. “ For if His truth 
is glorified by my lie, why should I yet be judged as a sinner, 
ver. 7, and why rather should we not do evil that good may 
come ?” ver. 8. It is impossible in vv. 7 and 8 to find either 
a confirmation of ver. 6, or a refutation of the false inference pu 
aoukos KTX., Or even of the premiss 2 Sé % adsxia KTH, ver. 5. 
Nay, the truth of this premiss is conceded by the apostle himself. 
The inference from this Paul does not refute in vv. 7 and 8, but 
confirms, as the literal sense of the verses clearly proves, and for 
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this very reason vv. 7 and 8 contain no confirmation of the 
refutation of this inference, no confirmation, that is, of was Kpwei 

0 Geos Tov KOcpor, ver. 6.'—1) adjOeva Tod Heod] corresponds with 
Jeod Sixatoovvy, ver. 5, but in place of this general conception 
puts the special one in allusion to 0 Oeds admOys, ver. 4. From 
this we see that Paul is dealing with the Jew, who, on the 

eround that by his dmoria in the Adya Tod Oeod he glorifies the 
area Tod Ocod, supposes that he has a right to impunity from 
punishment. 

—éy TO €u@ evopate] corresponding with 7 adicla jpdv, ver. 5, 
in allusion to was 6€ dv@pwros weborns, ver. 4. The éue, like 
the following xa@y, indicates that the apostle puts himself in the 
place of the Jew, and speaks in his person. The éeyov, eyo, then, 

is individualizing, and by this individualization the language of 
the opponent gains in point and keenness. The older Attic form 
for edopa is wevddos. 

—érepiccevoen eis THY SdEav adtod] corresponds in a stronger 
form with ouvviotnos, ver. 5. émepiooevoev = Trepican éyéveTo, 
became great, glorious, superabundant, or appeared so (2 Cor. ui. 9, 
vii. 2). God’s truthfulness through my falsehood has become 

1 Meyer remarks on ver. 7 f.: ‘‘The txe? rae xpivel 6 bedg x. xéo. receives its illus- 
trative confirmation ; for as to the case of God, who would thus be unrighteous, and 
nevertheless is to judge the world, every ground for judging man as a sinner must 
be superseded by the circumstance already discussed, viz. that His truth has been 
glorified by man’s falsehood (ver. 4 f.) ; and (ver. 8) as to the case of man himself, 

there would result the principle directly worthy of condemnation, that he should do 
evil in order that good might come.” I would subscribe to this view of the con- 
firmation of ver. 6, if I were not deterred by the difficulty of the line of thought thus 
arising. The thought not expressed, but merely asswmed (ver. 6), that the God who 
judges the world is vighteous, is said to be confirmed by the fact that the course 
which He follows in the general judgment would not be pursued by God if He were 
unrighteous. And even this main thought, ‘‘ the wnrighteous God would not so act,” 
is (ver. 7) again not directly expressed, Against Meyer, comp. now Tholuck 5, Aufl. 
ibid. Following the lead of many older and modern expositors, Tholuck, and in the 
same way Umbreit, regard ver. 7 as a continuation and further confirmation of ver. 5. 
Taking zara dvdpwrov up to rv xdcmoy as a parenthesis (the marks of the bracket are 
not even necessary) is the less ‘‘a violent expedient,” as the apostle in those words 
above all things merely wishes to free himself and his followers from the blasphemous 
inference ; and then (ver. 7) he makes the perverse Jew, in whose name he speaks, 

anew and in an enlarged form repeat and confirm his inference in opposition to the 
disclaimer (ver. 6). The examination of the entirely novel interpretation given by 
Mehring of vv. 5-8 would lead us too far. In our judgment, this learned and pro- 
found exegete, wherever he enters alone upon a new, untrodden path of interpreta- 
tion, only too readily falls into artificial and forced expositions. Comp. also his 
exposition of iii. 26, iv. 2, v. 15, 16, which certainly will find no followers. 

Puriprl, Rom. I. H 



114 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

exceedingly great, exceedingly abundant to His praise, ze my 
falsehood has richly contributed to the illustration of God’s truth, 
and thus to His glory (2 Cor. iv. 15). The aorist indicates that 
the contribution to God’s glory stands forth in the day of judgment 

as a historical fact. 
—ri ére Kayo @s dwaptwros Kpivowat ;] “Why am I also 

still (I, who yet contribute to God’s glory) judged as a sinner ?” 
Concerning the Gentiles, who, since they have no divine revela- 

tion, do not by their unbelief in it glorify God’s truthfulness, it 
might indeed hold good that they are righteously judged. The 
expression xpivouat is perhaps suggested by xpuvet, ver. 6. We 
see from Ti éte Kayo Kpivowat ; how little the opponent regarded 
the refutation of his false inference contained in ver. 5 as a 
refutation affecting him. The sign of interrogation after xpivowat 
should be exchanged for a comma, the question introduced by 
rt being continued further. In the continuation, then, it should 
have run: Kal Te py) Twoujcwpey TH Kaka Wa EAOn TA ayaba; 
Instead of this, the phrase, cursorily inserted, though not on that 
account to be bracketed: xafas Bracdnpovpeba Kal cabas daci 
Ties Has Eyetv, Occasions a change of construction, so that now 

Tounswpev is made, by means of an 6tu, to depend on Aéyeev. As 
to this attraction, not rare among the Greeks, by which a part 

belonging to the principal sentence is drawn to the dependent 
sentence, comp. Winer, p. 783 ; and with the recitative érc intro- 
ducing the direct statement, comp. John i. 20, xviii. 6. 

—xKalas Bracdnpotpcba] we. as if we did evil that good 
might come, in distinction from Kxafos daci ties twas Néyeur, 
as if we even advanced such a doctrinal principle. The apostle 
here makes reference to an impeachment and perversion of his 
teaching actually occurring. The utterance of this slander is 
somewhat explicable from statements like the one in Rom. v. 20, 
21, the perverse application of which, vi. 1, Paul himself in- 
stantly disclaims (comp: also Rom. xi. 32; Gal. i. 22). The 
plural BrAxacdypovpeba, judas, in distinction from the singular éud, 
kayo, ver. 7, indicates that Paul here is not representing the 
Jew, but speaking in his own name as apostle. 

—ra ayaa] namely, the glorifying of God’s truthfulness. 
—-dv TO Kpiwa évdixov éotw] ov, not: of those who thus- 

slander me, but: of those who intend to act thus, ze. to do evil 

for a good end ; for it was necessary, as the connection proves, 
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to expressly rebuke these last in a solemn manner. Moreover, 
in the words dv To kpiva évdixov éotw lies not so much a reply, 
which the apostle in moral indignation could not prevail on him- 
self to give, as rather merely a fitting rebuke and energetic 
repudiation of the absurd and blasphemous inference with which 
he is dealing. He could the more readily content himself with 
this indignant correction, as the daring assertion that ‘God is 
unrighteous in His wrath if He judges the unrighteousness which 
conduces to the glory of His righteousness, has now exposed its 
immoral and detestable consequence in the proposition: Let us 
do evil that good may come, with such revolting nakedness as to 
secure the condemnation of every judgment. God judges the 
world righteously, the apostle had said, ver. 6; but why am I 
still judged? the opponent had replied, ver. 7; now, ver. 8, it is 
self-evident that this judgment falls on him righteously. «pwet, 
Kpivopat, Kpiva, vv. 6, 7, 8, are used, then, in reference one to 

another. xpiwa is here also the sentence of condemnation passed 
on such evil-doers at the final judgment. évducov=70 év dixn 
dv, ylyvouevov, in accordance with justice, Heb. ii. 2. Moreover, 

Paul elsewhere, instead of replying, repels with indignation the 
guilty pride which finds fault with. God’s judgments, and seeks 
to draw from them an excuse for sin, ix. 19-21. But Calvin 

gives in striking form the proper solution of the enigma embodied 
in this passage. “ Neque vero,” he says, “ hane impiam cavilla- 
tionem responso dignatur apostolus: quam tamen optima ratione 
licebit retundere. Hoc enim tantum praetexit, Si Deus nostra 
iniquitate glorificatur, et nihil agere in vita hominem magis decet, 
quam ut Dei gloriam promoveat : peccandum ergo in ejus gloriam. 
At prompta est depulsio, Quod malum per se, nonnisi malum 

parere potest. Nostro autem vitio quod Dei gloria illustratur, id 
non opus esse hominis, sed Dei: qui ut mirus est artifex, malitiam 
nostram subigere et alio traducere novit, ut praeter destinatum a 
nobis finem eam in gloriae suae incrementum convertat. Prae- 
scripsit nobis rationem Deus, qua velit a nobis glorificari, nempe 
pietatem, quae in verbi obedientia sita est. Hos limites qui 
transilit, Deum non honorare, sed contumelia magis afficere 

nititur. Quod aliter succedit, Dei providentiae ferendum est 

acceptum, non hominis pravitati, per quam non stat, quominus 
Dei majestas evertatur, nedum laedatur.” 

The apostle had now proved (ch. i.) the sinfulness of the 
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Gentiles, demonstrated (ch. ii.) that the Jews are in no respect 
better than the Gentiles, acknowledged (ch. iii, 1-8) the objec- 
tive superiority of the Jews in the fact of their being entrusted 
with the revelations of God, by which it is apparent withal how 
little the Jews had on their part turned to advantage this God- 
given priority. Quite naturally now, reverting to ver. 1, he 
returns to the exposition given in the second chapter, and indeed 
does this with the question: whether, then, the Jews, despite 

their objective advantage, had a subjective pre-eminence? To 
this question he is compelled to reply in the negative, at the 
same time proving the sinfulness of Jews and Gentiles by means 
of O. T. testimonies. This argument he employs principally on 
behalf of the Jews, as this method of argument had no special 
force in the case of the Gentiles. But he employs it principally 
against the Jews. Of the sinfulness of the Gentiles the Jews 
were convinced even without this; but as concerns their own 

sinfulness, their obstinate passion for self-justification could only 
be brought to the dust by means of an authority acknowledged 
by themselves. This is the purport of vv. 9-20. 

Ver. 9. ti ovy;] se. éoriv, Acts xxii 22; 1 Cor. xiv. 15; oF 
épobduev, vi. 1, vii. 7. What then? i.e. what follows then ? what 
takes place in consequence ? how, therefore, stands the question ? 
The same question of inference is found vi. 15, xi. 7. 

—Tpoeyoueba ;| In consonance with demonstrable usage, mpo- 
éxecOar has but two meanings. Either it is passive: Are we 
surpassed ? In this case it cannot be, as supposed by some, a 
question of the Gentiles, who would be introduced here entirely 
without warning, and to whom Paul, in what he said concerning 
the Jews, had not given the slightest ground for such a question. 
Rather we should have had here a question of the insolent Jews: 
“ Are we surpassed by the Gentiles? are we worse than the 
Gentiles?” But apart from the consideration that then Paul 
would have introduced the opponent’s question by an épeis odv 
instead of by ré odv, this was in no sense the contention of the 
apostle in what precedes. Not that the Gentile surpasses the 
Jew, but only that the Jew does not surpass the Gentile, was 
the position maintained by the apostle. Besides, what follows is 
altogether irrelevant as an answer to this question. First, it must 
have been said: ov povov Iovdaiovs adda cat “EXdnvas, or at 
least: "EAXnvds te Kat Iovdaiovs, but not: "Iovdaious te Kab 
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“EXXnvas xtr. Secondly, it would have been necessary anew 
to establish this in particular, that the Gentiles also are sinners ; 
but not, as on the contrary is done first of all, that the Jews also 
are sinners. — But in the second place, mpoéyeo@ar may be taken 
as middle, in the sense of to pretend, practexere. But against the 
rendering : How then ? Do we use a pretext? ae. should we put 
forward a pretext ? it is first of all to be objected, that wpoéyer@at 
in this sense cannot be proved to be used absolutely, like mpo- 
gacivecOa. As little as in German it could be said vor sich halten 

_ (to hold before oneself) in the sense of etwas vor sich halten (to hold 
something before oneself) = to allege something in defence, could 
it be said in Greek mpoeyerar in the sense of mpoéyecOai Tu. 
In that case té ody mpoeyoueOa ; must have been joined together : 
what, then, can we put forward im defence? But against this 
the ov mdvtws tells, for then it must necessarily have stood ovdév 
mdvtws. But further, according to this interpretation, mpoeyoueba 

could only naturally refer to the pretext employed by the Jews, 
vy. 5 and 7. But these verses contain a secondary thought 
already dismissed and done with, and the apostle now manifestly 
reverts to the exposition contained in the second chapter; and 
finally, the answer given does not suit this interpretation, for it 
says that the Jews are sinners, not that they had and should 
desire no excuse for their sins. 

Nowise satisfied, then, with the reeular meanings of mrpoéyeo Oat, 
we are compelled to attempt a modified use of the word. But 
then it is manifestly too harsh and arbitrary to attribute to the 
verb mpoéyewv the altogether alien sense: to prefer. Are we pre- 
ferred ? namely, on the part of God to the Gentiles. Rather is 
this the more easy and simple supposition—that the middle 
stands for the active, mpoéyec@ax for mpoéyeww, in the ordinary 
sense of antecellere, pracstare. Therefore mpoeyopeba = mpoéyoper, 
num praestamus? nun antecellimus? .Have we a pre-eminence ? 
Have we any advantage? namely, over the Gentiles. So, now, 

even Baur and Umbreit. Elsewhere also in later Greek the 
middle form is found instead of the active. Comp. Winer, p. 322; 
Kiihner, § 398, 3; Tholuck on this passage; Harless on Eph. 

1, 23, p.131f An express instance of this in the N. T. is fur- 
nished by Tit. i. 5, where (provided that, as we believe, the Jectio 

recepta is correct, for the reading of Lachmann, émidvopAaons, is 
perhaps only a grammatical correction) émidvopPodcGas is used for 
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éridiopodv. With the present mpoeyoueba also may be com- 
pared Tit. ii, 7: oceavtoy mapexopuevos, instead of oceavtov 
mapéywv. But in the present passage the middle form is not 
used for the active without a slight modification of meaning, as in 
Tit. i. 5. Rather it may be interpreted: Have we any advantage 
for ourselves? Is the privilege of advantage to us? This inter- 
pretation is perfectly, nay, in regard to ver. 1, exclusively germane 
to the context. It is found already in Theophylact: éyouév te 
mréov Kal evdoxiodper of “Iovdaior, ws Tov vo“ov Kal THY 
mepttounv SeEduevor; and even the reading of some ancient 
codices, versions, and Fathers : ti otv mpoxatéyomev (or Katéyouer) 

mepiooov ; (which also, in what follows, omit od mdvrws and yap), 
clearly at first merely a gloss on ti ody mpoeydoueOa, presents the 
same interpretation. The Vulg. also has: praecellimus cos ? 

-—ov wavtws| The most obvious rendering would be: non 
prorsus, non plane, non quovis pacto, not entirely, not wm every 
point, as in 1 Cor. v. 10. But Paul’s object, as what is directly 
subjoined shows, is not to say that the Jews, though not entirely, 
yet partially excel the Gentiles, but that they do not excel them 
at all. ov wdvtws then=7dvtws ot, 1 Cor. xvi. 12, prorsus non, 
nullo pacto, not at all, not in any way; Theoph.: oddauas; Vulg. 
nequaquam. The ov holds good mdvrws, Winer, p. 693. ov 
mdvu also is used in the sense of omnino non. As, therefore, the 

objective pre-eminence, the wepiccov of the Jews, holds good cata 
mavta Tpotrov, ver. 2; so a subjective pre-eminence, a mpoéyew of 
the same, holds good xa’ oddéva Tporrov. 

—mpontiacducla] aitia like the Latin causa, charge, aceusa- 
tion. aitvdcOan, to accuse, to charge. mpo, before, namely in ii. 1 ff. 

the Jews, in i. 18 ff. the Gentiles. Comp. mpoéypaya, Eph. 
iii. 8. The compound tpoaitiacOas does not occur again. The 
comma after ydp is to be deleted, for Iovdatous te nat “EXAqvas 
mavtas is not the accusative belonging to the infinitive, but the 
direct object of the verb wpontiacdueOa. “For we have before 
accused Jews and Gentiles one and all.” The apostle could 
regard his charge as established. “ Vera accusatio,” says Calvin, 
“nonnisi ea est, quae firmis validisque probationibus nititur: 
quemadmodum inter accusationem et convicium alicubi Cicero 
distinguit.” mdvtas does not stand hyperbolically for zoAnovs, 
as is proved by ovéé eis, odn oti Ews évos, vv. 10, 12, and wav 
oToma, TAS 6 KOcMos, Maca odpé, vv. 19, 20. All the less can 
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ii. 14,15 have been meant of the justification of particular 
Gentiles by means of moral works of the natural law. “ Loquitur 

autem de omnibus hominibus praeter Christum,” says Melanchthon, 

“ac de sanctis etiam quatenus sine misericordia considerantur. 
Porro exemplum de Judaeis accommodandum est ad omnes 
omnibus temporibus qui versantur in bonis operibus moralibus.” 
In this way the general mode of speech, found in the plural 
mpoexoueba, is justified. 

—id’ apaptiav eivat] specifies the matter of the charge = Tod 
elvar bd’ dwaptiav, for we say aitiacOar twd Te or Tid Twos. 
But it is still more simple, perhaps, to join mdvtas with eivac 
as an accus. c. infin. depending on mpoyntiacduefa=we have 
before accused Jews and Gentiles, that they all, etc. With the 
expression : “To be subject to sin as to a master,’ comp. Matt. 
viii. 9. “dro notat subjectionem tanquam suwb tyrannidem peccati,” 
Bengel. With the sentiment, comp. Rom. vii. 14: éyo 6é 
TapKiKOS clus, TeTpapevos LTO THY dpaptiav, and John vil. 34: 
mas 0 ToLaY THY aduapTiav, SodAcs eats THS awaptias. In this 
expression tf dpaptiav civar = duaptoror eivar, though stronger, 
it is clearly manifest how Paul, in his delineation of the actual 
sins of the Gentile and Jewish worlds in the first and second 
chapters, has at the same time described the sinful principle lying 
at the basis of the various manifestations of sin, and holding sway 
over all mankind. From this point of view alone do the testi- 
monies of David and Isaiah, which follow presently, prove what 
they are meant to prove. Properly, they picture the moral cor- 
ruption of their own age; but in this moral corruption the inner 
and universal corruption of the human heart is reflected. In so 
far are the words a perpetual prophecy. 

Vv. 10-12 are taken from Ps. xiv. 1-3. Paul cites rather 
freely after the translation of the LXX. The conjunction 6tu 
serves to indicate quotation, somewhat like our colon or marks of 
quotation. ov« éote Sixavos ovdé eis] The LXX., in conformity 
with the Heb. 3i0 AWY PS, have ove gots Tovav ypnoToTYTa, ovK 
éotw &ws évos. Altering the form more than the sense of the 
words, Paul puts for this ov« gor. Sixaws, both because od« gore 

Tov xpnoToTnTa is repeated ver. 12 (although certainly in the 
Heb. and the LXX. the same expression occurs), and especially 
because ovx éote dSixavos ob6€ cis is eminently appropriate, sum- 
ming up by anticipation the general result of the following Scripture 



120 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

testimonies. The general result is just this, that all are devoid 
of the dscavoctvn Oeod, because all are bd’ apapriav. Rightly, 
therefore, Bengel remarks on the word décavos: “ aptum verbum, 
in sermone de justitia.” The addition of the LXX., ov« éorw &ws 
évos, for which Paul puts ovdé eis, is found in the Heb. text for 
the first time in the third verse. Paul employs it here so early, 
in order at once distinctly to express the unrestricted universality 
of sinful corruption. 

—ovk éoTw 0 cuvidy, odk eat o éxEnTav Tov Beor] Ps. xiv. 2. 
The LXX., conformably to the Heb. text: xvpios é« Tod ovpavod 
duexuwev emt Tovs viovs TOV avOpwTrar, Tod ideiv eb EoTL TUYL@V 

» éxnt@av tov Oeov. Paul at once states briefly the negative 
result of this divine search. ovwav, in Heb. Db, wise, in- 

telligent, as elsewhere 037, in the sense: pious, righteous. On the 
other hand, >23, foolish, is often found in the sense: wngodly. 
Piety is wisdom, both in its own nature and as ensuring salvation ; 
ungodliness is folly, both in its own nature and as ensuring ruin. 
The participial form ovri@y for the regular cvmeis, from ovvinue, 
is derived from the root cvvéw. It is especially frequent in the 
LXX. Others accentuate, perhaps more correctly, cvviov from 
cuvim (i@ instead of ime). Comp. Winer, p. 136, and Buttmann, 
Ausf. Gr. Spr. I. p. 548.  éex€nreiv tov Oeor, pbs DN w74, 
to seek after God (éx&yretv, stronger than fn7etv), to direct his 

thoughts to God, to concern himself about God. Luther: to 
inquire after God. The article, omitted by some codices perhaps 
merely as a correction, serves to indicate the entire genus. “The 
pious man, the man who inquires after God, is not to be found.” 
So Matt. xii. 35: 0 adyaOos dvO@pwros éx Tod ayaod Oncavpod éx 
Barre Ta ayala, comp. Winer, p. 132. The following 12th 
verse corresponds exactly with Ps. xiv. 3, according to the LXX. 

—avtes e&exduvav] all are turned aside, ie. from the right 
way. In the Hebrew: 1D 557, 

—dpa jype@Oncav| To dua must be supplied in thought from 
what precedes—zravtes = all together, YM, the entire mass is depraved. 
aypetos, useless ; then in a moral sense: worthless, good for nothing, 

—ovx éot Tov ypnoToTnTa| xpnotos forms a contrast with 
axpelos. ypnoTorns, commonly = goodness, benignitas; here= 
honestas, virtus, virtue, Heb. 3ib. 
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—ovk« éotw] Tov ypnotoTnta to be repeated in thought. 
—€ws évos| up to one—ie. this one included, there is none who 

does good. Heb. 19ND}, even one—ie. thou wouldst not find one, 

even wert thou willing to be satisfied with one. ov« éotw éws 
évos is then=ovx« éortw ovdé eis. The Roman also says: “ad 
unum omnes improbi sunt ”—z.e. the one included. Comp. LXX. 
Judg. iv. 16: od xatereipOn ews Evds. 

Ver. 10 thus treats of unrighteousness in general which is 
manifested as irreligion, ver. 11, and as immorality, ver. 12. 
The Scripture passages which follow treat of special forms of sin, 
partly in word, vv. 13, 14, partly in deed, vv. 15-17. The last 
scriptural testimony, reverting to the beginning, ver. 11, traces 
back individual sins to their source, the absence of the fear of 

God. The quotations, vv. 13-18, are found in editions of the 
LXX. as four verses of the fourteenth Psalm. But they 
are taken from other O. T. passages, and on the margin of 
the Codex Vatican of the LXX. are added to Ps. xiv. from 
the Roman epistle. In the Hebrew they are found only in one 
codex, manifestly translated into Hebrew by a Christian 
reader. 

Vv. 13, 14. tados . . . €d0Acodcav] verbatim from Ps. v. 9 after 
the LXX. 

—rados avewypévos 6 Ndpuy£ a’tav] “ Their throat is an open 
grave.” The Htymol. Mag. distinguishes Adpuyé dc’ ob Aadodpev 
Kal avarrvéouev and ddpuvy& ov ob éoOiopev Kal tTivopev: érreLd)) 
Svo Topoe eict ToD Aawwod. According to this it is not the gula 
that is meant, the gullet as the organ of swallowing, by which 
they would be represented as bloodthirsty avOpwmodayor ; but the 
guttur, the throat as the organ of speech. So, too, Ndpuy&, LXX. 
Ps. exlix. 6, exv. 7; Job xxxiii. 2. Doubtless the original dis- 
tinction soon disappears, and Adpuyé and dapvyé are interchanged, 
so that Phavorinus is not wrong when he says: Adpuy& Kai 
gdpvy— tavto. Comp. Job xxxiv. 3: AdpuyE yevetar Bpacw. 
Only in the present passage Adpuy&, the Heb. {73, retains its 
original meaning, as is proved by its juxtaposition with the other 
organs of speech, yAdooa, xeikn, oTOua, which are referred to 
simply as organs of speech. The tertiwm comparationis between 
the throat and an open grave is destructiveness. Their words 
and discourse threaten with ruin those who approach them, as 
a grave swallows up corpses. In Jer. v. 16 the quivers of the 
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Chaldeans, pregnant with destruction, are compared to an open 
grave.’ 

—rais yroooas aitav ododcav] with their tongues they 
deceive, Heb. apn’ paiva, they make smooth their tongues—z.e. they 

flatter and feign so as the more easily to lead the unwary to their 
undoing. In the third pers. plur. of the historical tenses, the 
flexion osavy instead of oy is very often found in the LXX. and 
the Byzantines—eg. Ps. Ixix. 1, 7A@ocay instead of 7A@ov. So 
here édoAcodcay according to the LXX., comp. Winer, p. 91. 
The imperfect (they were deceiving) denotes what still continued 
to take place. 

—ids doridwv to Ta xelkn adTov] from the LXX. Ps. exl. 3. 
The whole verse there runs: 7Kdvnoay yAOooay avTav accel 
dhews, dos aoridwy Urd Ta yeikn av’Tdv. Adders’ poison is an 
image of cunning and destructiveness combined. Bengel finds 
the cunning indicated in do, saying: “ Sub labiis, nam i labiis 
mel est.” 

— dv Td oTopa apads Kat toKxpias yéuer] from Ps. x. 7, Heb. 
ym nin ND Era) nN, “ His mouth is full of cursing, and deceit, 

and oppression,” LXX.: ob dpas Td otToua adtTod yéuer Kal 
mixplas kat Sodov. Thus they render inv, deceit, by muxpia, 
probably confounding it with nin5, bitterness, although again they 
add dd0Aov, and then leave 7n untranslated. “ Os esse execratione et 

amarulentia plenum,” says Calvin, “quod vitium contrarium est 
superiori: sed intelligitur omni ex parte ipsos spirare malitiam. 
Si enim suaviter loquuntur, decipiunt, ac sub blanditiis venenum 
propinant: sin depromunt, quod habent in animo, illic prodit 
amarulentia et execratio.” There have been mentioned, vv. 13, 

14, the different instruments of speech,—throat, tongue, lips, 

mouth,—one and all lying at the service of unrighteousness, as 
étra adiktas, Vi. 13, to be employed for a neighbour’s destruction. 

Vv. 15-17 are taken freely after the LXX. from Isa. lix. 
7, 8. These read, with unimportant variations, agreeably to the 

original text: of d& modes adtav ert movnpiay tpéxovat, 

™ Meyer well: ‘‘ When the godless have opened their throats for lying and cor- 
rupting discourse, it is just as if a grave stood opened (observe the perfect), to which 
the corpse is to be consigned for decay and destruction. So certainly and unavoid- 
ably corrupting in their discourse.” So now also Matthias. Less in harmony with 
the following description, Pelag. Beng. Estius: ‘‘Sicut sepulerum patens exhalat 
tetrum et pestiferum foetorem, ita ex ore illorum impuri, pestilentes, noxiique 

sermones exeunt.” In the same way Tholuck and Mehring. 
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Tayivol éxyéat aipa, Kal of Siadoyopol aitav Siadoyopot 
aro dovov' cvtvTpiupa Kal TarauTapla év tals obois 
avTav, Kal Oddv eipnyns ovK oldact, Kal ovK éotL Kplows év 
tais odois a’tdv. The apostle omits él movnpiav tpéxovoe 
because it is already implied in tayiol, éxyéa aiwa, and passes 
over the sentence xal ot dvad.... povwv, because he is here 
treating, not of thoughts, but of deeds. 

—ovvTpypa Kal tadaitwpia év tais odois avtav] Where 
they have walked, or walk, are found only ruin and misery. In 
their paths are found only those whom they have plunged into 
ruin and misery. 

—«al oddv eipnyns od éyvwcay] A path in which they might 
be the means of diffusing happiness, they have never become 
acquainted with. They belong not to the ecpnvo7rovois, they are 
accustomed to nothing but the exercise of hostility. The odds 
elpnvns clearly supplies a contrast with the dois, in which 
cvvTpiypa Kal TadaiTrwpia are found. It is therefore not to be 
interpreted: They know not the way to peace, wc. to their own 
salvation. Against this also tells the parallel addition of the 
LXX., taken from the original text: kal ov« gots Kpiows év Tals 
odo%s avtay, “and there is no judgment in their paths.” 

Ver. 18. From Ps. xxxvi. 1, after the LXX. “The fear of 

God is not before their eyes;” a¢., it is not the fear of God which 
they keep in view, by which they are guided in their dealings, 
Ps. xxvi. 3.—The question is, lastly, with what right the apostle, in 
the Scripture passages quoted, could find an assertion of the sinful 
condition of the whole world. Now Ps. xiv. 1-3 certainly con- 
tains such a universal reference. Comp. Hengstenberg, Comm. 
on Ps, vol. I. p. 205: “ Paul justly puts this passage at the head 
of his proof; for the O. T. contains no passage in which the 
universality and depth of human corruption are painted in such 
vivid colours.” In the other psalms the enemies of the sacred 
psalmist are spoken of, “ubi in se ac suis,” remarks Calvin, 
“typum quendam regni Christi adumbrat ; quare sub adversariis 
ejus repraesentantur nobis omnes, qui alieni a Christo ejus spiritu 
non aguntur.” Isaiah’s rebuke refers to Israel: “ itaque accusatio 
ejus multo magis in gentes competit. Quid ergo?” continues 
Calvin, “His elogiis hominum naturam depingi, nihil dubium est: 
ut inde spectemus, qualis sit homo sibi relictus: quandoquidem 
Scriptura tales esse omnes testatur, qui non sunt Dei gratia 
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regenerati. Sanctorum nihilo melior foret conditio, nisi emendata 

esset in illis pravitas.” But the regenerati most willingly and 

without murmuring invariably apply to themselves such Scrip- 

ture accusations, in remembrance not only of their former natural 

state, but also of the sin still remaining in their flesh. 

Ver. 19 seeks to strip the self-righteous Jew of the pretext, in 

which he was disposed to take refuge, that the scriptural declara- 

tions quoted, vv. 10-18, applied only to Gentiles, not to Jews. 

olSawev 5é] comp. ii. 2, introduces an acknowledged principle. 

The matter, the meaning is, is well known to all who are con- 

versant with Holy Scripture. 
—6ri ca 6 vomos Aéyer] On the principle: a parte potiori fit 

denominatio, 6 vopos serves here to designate the entire Old 

Testament; for the scriptural passages were taken, be it noted, 
from the Psalms and prophets, not specially from the Mosaic 
law’ , Comp. John) x..34; xi. 34, xv. 25; 1 Cor “xiv 
Paul expressly uses this title here, not only because of the legal 
character of the citations, but also for the sake of the allusion to 

the immediately following tots év TO vopo. 
—rois €v TO VOMM AaNEt] of ev TH VOM, Sc. OvTes, Who are in 

the law (vouos here in the strict and proper sense) as their sphere 
of life, z.c. the Jews, ii. 12. Adyew refers more to the thoughts 
expressed, AaAezv to the utterance in words. “What the law 
contains (says, Aé€yer) it speaks (makes known, commands, Aade?) 
to those who stand under it.” Hence in Matt. ix. 33, Luke 

xi. 14, it can only be said éAdAyqoev 6 Kwdds, not édeyev, because 
here the chief point is not the thoughts expressed, but only the 
utterance in words. Comp. Liicke, Comm. John II. p. 290, and 
Meyer on John viii. 43; Mark i. 34. The law speaks to those 
who are under the law, in order that they may walk by it, apply 
it to themselves. As matter of fact, the covenant-Scriptures were 
given to the covenant-people. Therefore the rebukes in those 
Scriptures were intended to apply to them. The rebukes to the 
Gentiles were indicated as such by the prophets, constituted a 
subordinate element in the entire code, and were not recorded 

directly for the benefit of the Gentiles but of Israel, for their own 
warning, that they might confess the justice of the Lord, that 

1 According to Hengstenberg, ibid., the name of the daw was transferred from the 
books of Moses to the other books of the O. T. not a potiori, but because the latter 
shared with the law its normative or regulative import. 
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they might be convinced of their own kindred unfaithfulness. 
The scriptural testimonies adduced, vv. 10-18, were doubtless 
intended to establish the guilt of the Jewish and Gentile world ; 

but they were intended in particular to do this with respect to the 
Jews by the authority of the O. T., which they acknowledged, and 
above all to abase their pride. For the conviction of the Gentiles, 
the apostle, with wise regard to their point of view, had brought 
forward no testimony from Scripture, but dealt with them on the 
ground of the so-called light of natural reason, which was always 
summoning as a witness against them the remnant of that divine 
knowledge and conscience which in their own breast played the 
part of a standing accuser. Moreover, the Jews admitted the 
guilt of the Gentiles without allegation of scriptural testimonies. 
They needed, then, to be persuaded to apply the latter, not in any 
sense exclusively to the Gentiles, but, above all, to themselves. 

—iva wav oropa dpayn| the mouth, not only of the Gentiles, 
but also of the Jews, who were especially prone to contradiction 
and boastfulness, ver. 27. iva, not éxBatixds, so that, but 
TediKos, in order that, eco consilio ut. As a rule, the consecutive 

sense of the particle tva is not demonstrable in the N. T. with 
certainty. Rather everywhere, indeed (with the exception of 
Rev. xiii. 13), we may be content with the telic acceptation. But, 

less, it is often only a question of a different point of view, 
‘her one and the same thing is represented as a purpose or a 

: ult. For this reason in several passages tva is convertible 
with ore, without being of itself the same in meaning, Winer, 

p. 573. On no ground is there reason in the present passage to 
deviate from the proper signification of the telic particle fa. On 
the contrary, the real meaning here is: that which Scripture says, 
t says that every mouth may be stopped. In consonance with 
well-established biblical teleology, what is commonly to be taken 
by us as an effect or consequence of God’s Word is often de- 
scribed as a purpose of God’s Word itself, and still further of 
God, the author of that Word. The phrase ¢pdccew TO copa is 
found in Heb. xi. 33; LXX. Ps. evii. 42; Job v. 16. 

—xai iddixos yévntar ras 5 Kbcpos TO Bed] trré8iK0s 
Theophylact explains by xatdxpitos, atappnoiactos. It is= 
bro Sixny ov, punishable, liable to punishment, and certainly in 
this case the punishment is due to God (7@ Oe). = yévnTau, 
like ywvéoOw, ver. 4. The penal liability doubtless actually exists 
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already, but it is first proved to be such by the testimony of the 
Word. wav croua, mas 6 Kodcpos stands, as Melanchthon says, 
“insigni figura et verborum emphasi.” In ¢pdocew otopa and 
broducov yiryvec@az the judicial form of the expression is to be 
observed. “Metaphora a judiciis petita,” says Calvin, “ubi reus, 
siquid habet ad justam defensionem, vices dicendi postulat, ut 
quae sibi imposita sunt purget: si vero conscientia sua premitur, 
silet ac tacitus exspectat suam damnationem, suo jam silentio 
damnatus. Eundem sensum habet illa loquendi forma, Job 
xxxix. 384: Opponam manum meam ori meo. ODicit enim, 
etiamsi non destituatur aliqua excusationis specie, justificandi 
tamen omissa cura se Dei sententiae concessurum.” 

‘Ver. 20. The result arrived at, that every mouth must be 
stopped, and all the world be guilty before God, is finally, with a 
view to the complete abasement of Jewish pride in the law, 
confirmed by the doctrine that the épya vewou could not be the 
means of the dvcatoctvn Oeod, because the aim of the voyos is 
not to justify, but to condemn the sinner. Thus the apostle has 
paved the way for a transition to the positive exposition of his 
subject, namely, that dccavocdvn is éx Tictews, i. 17. 

—dvoT. €& gpywy vouov xtr.] As to ScoTs, comp. on i. 1° 
Here, too, it is not=~propterea, 6x0, but=~propterea quod ~ 
which case after Oe, ver. 19, only a colon or comma is 
put, or= nam. All the world is guilty before God, be ¢ 
those works of the law which they can produce for their justn. - 
tion fail to justify them. By voyos, of course, is here to be under- 

_ stood, as everywhere, the positive Mosaic law, and the épya vouou 

answer to what the Rabbins call Owing owy2. But these are net 
merely works of the ceremonial law,—a notion which would result 
in a purely abstract partition of the indivisible general conception 
vouos, just as un-Hebraistic as it is un-Pauline. The antithesis, 
in fact, is not that man cannot be justified before God through 
works of the ceremonial law, but through works of the moral law 
he may, which would be to do away with the essence and aim of 
redemption through Christ. Rather the works of the law stand, 

generally and without distinction, in antithesis to faith. The 
vomos, then, is the complete revealed law in its unsevered unity. 
Nay, on the contrary, in this expression in Paul is found, though 

not an exclusive, yet a predominant reference to the ,moral law, 

to which, in truth, hitherto reference has chiefly ‘been made, 

/ 
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ii. 18, 21 ff, 26 f Only on account of this most essential 

moral constituent could the apostle bring the moral law of the 
Gentiles into comparison with the Mosaic law, ii. 14, 15, and say 

of the latter what he does say in iii, 20, 31, vii. 7. | 
épya vowov, then, is explained on the one hand: works which the 

law effects, which it wrests from man by its demands, we. works 
such as the unregenerate man who stands under the law is able 
to perform in the strength of his own free will; therefore out- 
wardly, merely legal works, épya vexpd so called. In this case 
the genitive is genitivus auctoris or causae. Thus in the train 
of Augustine and Thomas Aq., Roman Catholic expositors, since 
the Reformation especially, but several modern Protestant ex- 
positors as well, and I myself in the two first editions of this 
commentary. So, too, Luther in his preface to the Roman 

epistle: “Thus inure thyself to the saying that it is one thing to 
do works of the law, and another to fulfil the law. Works of the 

law are everything in the law which man does or can do of his 
own free will and power. © But since, among and along with 
such works, unloving and constrained obedience to the law 
remains in the heart, such works are all thrown away and use- 
less.” This St. Paul means (iii 20) when he says: “ By works 
* the law no man becomes righteous before God.” To épya 
ou in this sense, works which are done before conversion in 

‘istrength of the natural will, éoya aya0d, nada would stand 
“opposition, Rom. ii. 7; 2 Cor. ix. 8; Eph 1. 10; Col.i 10; 

- Tim. i. 10; Tit. i, 14, iii 8, 14, works which are the fruits 

of regeneration, of the Spirit, and of faith. On this view, it was 

not altogether warrantable exegetically for the older Protestant 
expositors to assert that Paul, by the expression épya voyou, 
directly excluded from justification all works, not only those pre- 
ceding conversion, but also those following it. The dogma is 
true in itself; but its exegetical confirmation lies not alone in 
the €pya vowov being excluded from justification, but rather, as 
far as concerns the works of the regenerate, above all in this fact, 
that épya dyad follow as the consequence of justification. Comp. 
Eph. it 10, where the éwi in él épyous ayaOois serves to 
indicate the final aim. But the consequence of a thing cannot 
itself form a constituent element of its nature. In the well-known 
Augustan Protestant doctrine: “bona opera non praecedunt justifi- 
candum, sed sequuntur justificatum,” which is based upon profound 
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acquaintance with the Pauline doctrinal conception, it is likewise 
asserted that justification does not consist in donis operibus, because 

the latter are the consequentia of the former. At all events, at 
the basis of that older interpretation of the expression épya 
vouov lay the implied truth that épya aya@d, when they are con- 
sidered as a fulfilling of the law, ze. when they are supposed to 
be a medium of justification, at that very moment are placed in 
relation to the law, measured by the standard of the law, and 
thus themselves become épya vouou, not, indeed, in the sense of 
works effected and compelled by the law, but in the sense of works 
demanded by the law and in correspondence with the law. 

The latter, then, is the meaning assigned to the expression éprya 
vojou by older Protestant and a number of modern interpreters, 
comp. especially, Wieseler on Gal. ii, 16, p. 194 ff Accordingly 
épya aya@a are not merely works which, as purely outward works, 
cannot justify, even though in their sphere they are without 
defect (Phil. ii. 6); therefore, not merely works of the unregenerate 
man. But under this designation are included as well the épya 
aya@d, kana of the regenerate, which likewise cannot justify, not 
only because they are themselves merely the consequence of justifi- 
cation by fazth, but also because of themselves they are ever 
imperfect. All works demanded by God’s law and in harmony 
with it, which any unregenerate or regenerate man whatever can 
bring forward, fail to justify him, because they are never a 
perfect fulfilment of the spiritual Nomos. This signification of 
épya vouov is advanced already by Luther on Gal. ii 16: 
“Toquitur Paulus de universa lege, quod opus secundum totam 
legem factum non justificet. Ergo non occidere, non moechari, 
etc., sive fiat secundum naturam, secundum vires humanas, secun- 

dum liberum arbitrium, sive secundum donum Dei vel divinam 

virtutem, tamen non justificat. Possunt opera legis fieri aut ante 
justificationem aut post justificationem. Ante justificationem 
multi boni viri etiam inter gentiles praestiterunt legem et fecerunt 
eorecia opera, et tamen per ea non sunt justificati. Post justifi- 
cationem faciunt opera legis Petrus, Paulus et omnes christiani, 
sed per ea non justificantur, 1 Cor. iv. 4.” In the same strain 
says Calov on the passage: “ Papistarum sophismata ut expedi- 
antur, observandum (1) per legem hic non intelligi ceremonialem 
legem, quasi opera tantum ceremonialia excludantur a justifica- 
tione ; (2) per opera legis non intelligi opera solis naturae viribus 
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facta ; quia hic omnia excluduntur opera. Neque (3) per opera 
legis tantum opera ante fidem sine Det gratia facta intelliguntur, 
quasi opera ex fide facta non excludantur a justificatione: sed 
apostolus indefinite opera quaevis excludit.” Comp., lastly, Joh. 
Gerhard, Joc. xvii. de Justif. tom. vii. p. 187: “ Ubicunque abso- 

lute et simpliciter opera a justificatione excluduntur, ibi etiam 
renatorum opera exclusa intelliguntur. Renatorum opera sunt 
opera legis, quia Spiritus sanctus renatis proponit legem tanquam 
normam bonorum operum.” Gal v. 22, 23: “ Bona opera dicuntur 
fructus Spiritus, contra quos non sit lex, utique ergo sunt opera 
legis, hoc est, a lege praecepta et legi conformia.” As the ground 
upon which justifying virtue is to be denied even to the good 

works of the regenerate, he lays down, p. 189: “ Ex operibus 

legis ideo negantur homines justificari, quia lex non potest per- 
fecte impleri: lex spiritualis est, nos autem venumdati sumus 
sub peccate, Rom. vil. 14. Atqui ipsi etiam renati non implent 
legem perfecte, ergo ipsorum etiam renatorum operibus deneganda 
est justificatio.” 

To this meaning of the phrase épya vowouv we now give the 
preference over the one advocated by us formerly. It might 
seem, indeed, as if the apostle, in opposition to the unregenerate 
Jew whom out of Scripture he had just convicted of sin, by the 
€pya vouov, which the Jew might perchance allege against him, 
understands only outwardly legal works. But this does not 
prevent the expression gpya vowou in the abstract retaining its 
general meaning, if here it receives also its special application. 
Moreover, among the Israelites there were devout believers who 
had real épya vouou to show, whose works, as they still remained 

sinners, the apostle intimates must be excluded from the matter 
of their justification. And in the last place his Christian readers 
were to be led, by the written preaching of the Roman epistle, 
again and more thoroughly than heretofore, to make proof for 
themselves of the way of repentance and faith, in doing which it 
behoved them, above everything, to beware of bringing their own 
works, even though wrought by the Spirit, into the matter of 
justification. &pya vowov, then, are all works required by God’s 

law and in harmony with it, which, whether according to the case 
in hand they are merely outward works of the unregenerate, or 
truly good works of the unregenerate, do not justify before God, 
because in no case are they a perfect fulfilment of the law. 

Puruirert, Rom. I. I 
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Wherefore it is said on one side, €& Epywv vowou od SixatwOyoerat 
maca odpé, and on the other, of rountai Tod vopov duxawwOyncovra, 

ii 13; for they who have épya voywov are still no qounral rod 
vouou in the absolute sense of the word. But the genitive is the 
genitive of belonging to or remoter relation : “ Works which belong 
to the law, which stand in relation to the law,” Winer, p. 234. 

They stand in relation to the law just in so far as the law 
requires them and they correspond to the law, in which aspect 
the motive from which and the power by which (diberwm arbitriwm 
or gratia Der) they are accomplished do not come into account. 
Especially decisive for the interpretation in question is the fourth 
chapter of our epistle. The divine oracle there quoted, which 
ascribes to Abraham dcxaiwows odn && Epywv, adda bia TicTEws, 
was uttered when Abraham was already a believer, and engaged, 
as to his conduct, in works truly good and well-pleasing to God. 
And in the same sense the apostle there says that David excluded 
works from justification—David, a man believing and devout, 

the man after God’s heart. Finally, to the Apostle Peter and 
the Galatian Christian church Paul proposes as a rule of per- 
petual force even for them, ére ov dvxatovTar avOpwiros && Epywy 
vouwov, Gal. ii. 16. For the rest, the expression épya vomov is 
found in characteristic fashion only in the Roman and Galatian 
epistles (Rom. iii. 28, ix. 31; Gal. ii. 16, iii. 2,5,10). But épya 
without voyov stands in the same sense (Rom. iv. 2, 6, ix. 11, 

xi. 6, and Eph. ii. 9; 2 Tim. i. 9; comp. the synonymous phrase, 
Pit: tao): 

—ov SixawOynoeta taca cap& évwrwov avtod] Ps. exliii. 2, 

LXX.: 6te od SixawOncetas everriov cov Tas Fav. The negation 
belongs to the verb. “ All flesh shall not be justified = no flesh, 
no one shall be justified, ovdewia cap£, or ovdels SuxarwOjoerar.” 
“A Hebraistic syntactical construction,’ Winer, p. 214. So eg. 
Matt. xxiv. 22: od« av éowOn waca cap—. That dscaiody has 
here its declaratory force is self-evident, for the righteousness 
which any one has from épyous vouov cannot be infused into him, 

but can only be declared to exist. But still further, evevov 
avTod (not i’ avrod) indicates that here the only mention is of 
a judicial, declaratory act, a being just before the divine tribunal, 
ae. of a justum declarart.. The future d:carwOnoeras stands either 
for moral possibility (comp. on ver. 6) or for the abstract future, 
in the sense: In every case where justification takes place, as 

Oe 
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often as justification is in question. The latter interpretation is 
to be preferred on account of the analogous ducasmces, ver. 30. 
We are not to think of the time of the future general judgment, 
for the very reason that already, in the present state of existence, 
justification is invariably the immediate result of faith. aca 
odpe, corresponding to mas 6 xécpos, ver. 19, and mas fav (‘0"?2) 
in the passage of the Psalms quoted, is used probably without 
special emphasis on the element of frailty in the oapé. When 
the apostle says that by works of the law no one is justified 
before God, he does not mean that this holds good because no 
one has works of the law. On the contrary, the ‘J ews had them 

and boasted of them, as Paul himself did before his conversion ; 

for he says of himself in that period he was cata dvxacocuvny thy 

év voww dpeurros, Phil. iii, 6. Rather épya vewou do not 
justify, as observed, either because they are épya vexpa, Heb. 
vi. 1, ix. 14, or because, although épya aya@a, kadd, even as 
such they are imperfect. But then the apostle says not merely 
‘shat no Jew, but quite generally, that no man attains justification 
availing before God by works of the law. At the same time, we 
are not to suppose that in the expression épya voyou, of itself so 
sharply limited, he included those works which the Gentiles did 
in conformity with their law of conscience, the deputy of the 
Mosaic voyos (ii. 14, 15); and this the less, as undoubtedly he 
would not have said of the Gentiles’ law of conscience that it 
effects éiriyvwow aywaprtias ; for this is only true of the vowos in 
so far as it is mvevpartixos, vii. 14. Rather is Paul discussing 
the supposition of the Jews, that by their épya vouov they 
attained the d:casocvvn Oeov, and that the Gentiles as dvopor 
must first be placed under the vowos, and do its épya, in order 
before God to share like honour with them.’ This supposition he 
combats by the assertion that no man by works of the law attains 
righteousness, neither the Jew who has épya voyov, nor the 
Gentile if he had them. At the same time it is self-evidently 
true, that if even the Jew is not justified by his works of 
law, far less will acts done in conformity with the natural law 
of conscience assist the Gentile in attaining to real, valid 
righteousness. 

—Oia yap vopou ériyvwo.s dwaptias] Confirmation (ydp) of 
the preceding principle. Works of law justify not, because the 

1 So now even Mehring, p. 307. 
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very nature of law is not to justify, but to impart the knowledge 
of sin. Comp. Gal. iii, 10. daoe && Epywy vouou eiclv, tro 
katdpav eiciy. “ A contrario ratiocinatur,” says Calvin, “non 

afferri nobis justitiam a Lege, quia convincit nos peccati et 
damnationis: quando ex eadem scatebra non prodeunt vita et 
mors.” But the law works the knowledge of sin, because the 

more familiar a man becomes with it, and the more he takes it 

as his standard, the more, by its spiritual requirements of trust 
in God, fear of God, and love both of God and one’s neighbour, 
it reveals to him the unspiritual, self-seeking, sensual elements 
of his nature, so that he ceases to boast of his Pharisaic righteous- 
ness and outward reputation, and instead, as a sinner, confesses 
himself guilty before God. Comp. vii. 7 ff. As to ériyvwors, 
see oni. 28. Plena et accurata coynitio peccati is at the same 
time agnitio peccatt. . 

The apostle has now come to the end of one section of his 
exposition. We recapitulate the results arrived at so far. The 
theme of the epistle announces how all mankind can find right- 
eousness and life only in faith in Christ. To establish this, it 
must first of all be proved that in mankind, in their natural con- 
dition, only sin and death are found. But mankind before Christ 
fell into two great divisions, Gentiles and Jews, whose prevalent 
sins took different forms of manifestation, The Gentiles were 
given up to idolatry, to corruption of religious truth, unnatural 
lusts, as well as to vice and crime of every kind. The light of 
divine knowledge and of conscience remaining in them could 
only serve to reveal to them their inexcusableness and the judg- 
ment of death hanging over them, and could not avail to secure 
righteousness acceptable to God. Over against them stood Israel, 
the people of revelation and covenant, proud in the possession, 
first, of the law as the source of all true knowledge of God and 
His will, and then of circumcision, as the sign of their covenant- 

relation to Jehovah, the only true God and Lord of the world. 
Puffed up with such gifts and endowments, the Jews claimed to 
instruct the Gentiles, the ungodly, lawless, uncircumcised. But 

by such conduct they simply passed judgment on themselves. 
For neither fewer nor smaller vices were current among them 

than among the Gentiles, and by their transgression of the law 
they brought it to pass that the name of God was blasphemed by 
the Gentiles, and that the law and covenant-sign stood as a wit- 
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ness against their unfruthfulness and covenant-breaking. There- 
fore, like the Gentiles, they were given up to sin and death. The 
apostle depicts the religious and moral condition of the Gentile 
and Jewish world of that age. From this he excepts no single 
individual, and in point of fact in the national spirit and character 
prevalent in any age, every member of the nation without ex- 
ception has a share. Every one contributes to this spirit, not 
only when as a child of his age he is infected, if not by all, yet 
by one or other of the sins universally diffused; but also when, 
through neglect of energetic protest, admonition, correction, and 
punishment, he does not meet it with opposition sufficiently 
decided. But Paul has to do not merely with the external mani- 
festation, but, at the same time, with the inner essence which the 

manifestation reflects. Sinful acts, manifold and widely ramified, 

point back to sinful tendencies, of which they are manifestations. 
There is nothing external without an internal counterpart. <At 
the root of illegal acts lies the ulegal condition, the anomistic 
state of heart. Wherefore neither the legal rules by which 
Gentile life even in its deepest corruption was regulated and 
influenced, nor yet the works of law in which the Jews, in their 

zeal for God’s worship, God’s service, and the Mosaic Nomos, 

prided themselves, could be any reply to the apostolic catalogue 
of sins which to their confusion was held up before them. So 
little was this the case, that even where, which yet was not easily 
possible, Pharisaic legal strictness succeeded in avoiding every 
illegal act, and in carrying through a complete and faultless per- 
formance of outward works of law, in no wise was either right- 
eousness acceptable at the divine tribunal attained, or implication 
in the universal corruption of sin cancelled. For God’s eye 
pierces to the heart, and His lips of truth describe the sinful 
tendency as already a sinful act, a transgression of that law of 
His which requires obedience of heart and inclination. Hence 
the law, being of a spiritual nature, even to the legally righteous 
in the outward sense of the word, brings only knowledge of sin 
and death, not righteousness and life. But, then, if this is the 

invariable attribute and purpose of law, we see how the sinful 
condition of that particular age, with its visible acts and hidden 
tendencies, cannot at all be regarded as peculiar to that age—ie. 
fortuitous and transitory. Rather as the separate sinful tendencies 
are the source of separate sinful acts, so the shifting sinful 
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tendencies themselves again lead back .to an abiding sinful 
principle by which mankind is perpetually governed. Evil lusts 
lead back to evil lust as the universal source lying deepest and 
most secret of all, a source which in all ages proclaims its trium- 
phant existence in special corrupt tendencies and acts in an end- 

less variety of forms. Thus, in depicting the condition of the 
world in that age, the apostle withal gives us a picture of the 
universal condition of mankind. He thereby proved man’s sin- 
fulness and need of redemption in every age and without excep- 
tion. If the moral character of his contemporaries was merely 
fortuitous, if it did not prove the permanent corruption of human 
nature, his entire train of reasoning misses its mark. For neither 
could he then have so confidently charged every individual without 
exception with sin, since a few here and there might in secret 
have kept themselves free from contamination, nor even would 
the actually fallen need redemption through Christ, but only, 
with the purity and integrity of their nature still remaining, 
a turning to repentance and righteousness of life by the spontane- 
ous power of their own will. But least of all in that case was 
the atonement by Christ’s blood an atonement for the sins 
of the whole world; for neither was it by any means proved 
that the possibly more moral races before Christ had needed 
it, and that the races after Him would need it, nor from this 

standpoint of an external moral atomism were there any means 
of proving it. 

The apostle, then, having shown that all men are under sin, 

and therefore that the law cannot be a means of justification,— 
nay, that, on the contrary, it only mediates the knowledge of sin, 
—the second, real, main division of his epistle now opens, con- 
taining the positive exposition of his theme, laid down i. 16, 17, 
namely, that only miotis mediates the Sscarocvvn Oeod and 
cetnpia. This forms again a coherent whole, iii. 21 up to v. 11. 
In this chapter, first of all from ver. 21, the Pauline doctrine of 
justification itself is set forth, according to which righteousness 
availing before God comes without law through faith in the 
atoning death of Jesus. In the fourth chapter this doctrine is 
confirmed by the example of Abraham, Inch. v. 1-11 it is 
shown in the last place how the possession of cwtnpia and Cw 
is the immediate fruit of this righteousness by faith, and there- 
fore the indefeasible inheritance of the justified by faith, 
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Ver. 21. vuvi Sé] may be a mere logical particle of transition : 
atqut, but then, as in vii. 17; 1 Cor. vii. 14, xv. 20; or vuvi is an 

adverb of time=é€v T® viv Kaip@, ver. 26, hoc autem tempore, 
but at this time, as vi. 22, xv. 23, 25. The latter view is to be 

preferred, because the apostle glances back not merely to ver. 20, 
but to the entire preceding exposition. In contrast with the 
pre-Christian period of heathenism and Judaism, in which only 
sin and the impossibility of attaining righteousness through 
works of the law were to be seen, stands now the picture 
of the Christian period, in which righteousness by faith, con- 
sisting in the forgiveness of sins, is provided without aid of the 
law, comp. Gal. iv. 4. “ Hitherto it was so, but now it is 
otherwise.” 

—vyapls vopov] Strikingly Luther: without the assistance of 
the law, «.e. without its co-operation. It forms the antithesis of 
dua vomov, ver. 20, and is to be joined with refavépwras, not 
with Sccacocdvn Oeod. With the new revelation of God’s right- 
eousness the law in no respect agrees. For the law reveals sin ; 
the gospel, righteousness. The law says: he that does me be- 
comes righteous and blessed; the gospel says: he that believes 
in me becomes righteous and blessed, x. 5 ff. The law demands 
and does not give, the gospel gives and does not demand. Since 
no one does or can do the law, only the gospel which gives freely 
without assistance of the law commanding, reveals righteousness 
acceptable to God. 

—éixatocvvn Oeod] see on i. 17. 
—rTehavépwrar|] is made manifest, the completed matter of 

fact ; amoxanvrrertat, i. 17, is being manifested, the act still con- 
tinuing. The davépwors, aroxddviis stands in antithesis to the 
former concealment in the eternal divine counsel, xvi. 25; Eph. 

mera. 0) 2 Tim. 1, 9410 sit Xd, 2.3. 
—papTupovpévn td ToD vopov Kal Tov TpodynTav] Acts 

xxviii, 23; Luke xxiv. 27. This new doctrine is withal the 
old doctrine testified previously, i. 2, and precisely as such is of 
unerring authority. 0 vomos cal of rpopfras =the O. T. Matt. 
xxii. 40. Already Moses (iv. 3; Gal. iii, 8) and the prophets 
(i. 17; Acts x. 43) bore witness, that righteousness availing 
before God is attained through faith. In so far as the O. T. is in 
the main a covenant of law, the righteousness of faith is not 
revealed by it but by the N. T.; but in so far as the old legal 
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covenant, by means of the evangelic promise embraced in it, 
already reaches forward beyond itself, it also bears witness to the 
righteousness of faith proclaimed through the gospel. As to the 
relative disclosure of the N. T. revelation of grace in the O. T. 
covenant-Scriptures, which is withal a relative concealment, the 

saying of Augustine holds good: “Novum T. in Vetere latet, 
Vetus in Novo patet.” For the rest, Bengel rightly: “ Lex 
stricte (namely, in xyapls vopov) ef late (in bd Tod vomov) 
dicitur.” 

Ver. 22 specifies by what means righteousness availing before 
God is mediated, namely, through faith in Jesus Christ. 

—dixatoctvn 5€ Oeod] God’s righteousness, I say. The principal 
idea is repeated, because it is now to be more precisely defined. 
As to 6é in explanatory repetitions = inquam, and that, comp. 
Winer, p. 553; Phil. ii, 8. “God’s righteousness, but God’s 

righteousness through faith.” 
—ia trictews Incot Xpictov] not 7 dua miot. EF. Xp., either 

because Suxavootvn dia wictews is taken as one strictly connected 
idea = Righteousness-ot-faith, or because Sccacootvn Sia tictews 
recalls the formula d:cavodobat dia mictews, ver. 30; Gal. ii. 16; 
Winer, p. 155. Moreover, the article was here the less called 
for, as Sscacoctvn is without it. "Incod Xpuictod is genitivus 
objectivus = faith in Jesus Christ. Jesus Christ is the object or 
import of justifying faith (Mark xi. 22; Gal. i. 20, i. 22; Eph. 
11 2ica Winer, p.’202)- 

—eis tavtas kal él mdvtas Tovs mistevovtas] sc. ovca, 
whereas others prefer to erase the comma after XpioTod, and to 
make eis wavt. cal émt mavt. depend on medavépwrar. The 
repetition of mdvtas expresses unreserved universality, The 
righteousness of faith extends absolutely to all who believe, not 
simply to Jews, but just as much to Gentiles. It comes unto all 
(els mavtas), and pours itself forth wpon all (emt mdvras) like a 
stream. On the accumulation of prepositions for the purpose of 
exhausting the idea in hand, comp. Winer, p. 521. «at émi 
mavTas is wanting in several old ss., translations, and patristic 

quotations, on which account Lachmann has expunged these words 
from the text. But since they are not to be regarded as a gloss, 

1 But that this method of connection does not deserve the preference, Meyer 
rightly proves, ‘‘ because the point at issue was not the mode of becoming manifest, 
but the specific characterizing of the righteousness itself that had become manifest.” 



CHAP, III. 23. 137 

of which eis qavtas, intelligible of itself, stood in no need, it is 
rather to be supposed that the omission of the words arose either 
from the eye of the transcriber wandering from the first wavtas to 
the second, or from an intentional correction, the sense being 

complete without Kai éml mavras. 
—ov yap éott dvacTody] namely, between Jews and Gentiles. 

The righteousness of faith extends to all without exception, for 
there is no distinction between one and another, because (ver. 23) 
all are sinners. “Et opponi debent hujusmodi particulae uni- 
versales (qavtes),” says Melanchthon, “ periculosis cogitationibus 
de praedestinatione. Clare Deus offert omnibus remissionem 
peccatorum, omnes igitur audiamus hoc Evangelium, sciamus hoc 
Evangelium ad omnes pertinere, omnes amplectamur et erigamus 
conscientias his testimoniis.” 

Ver. 23. wavtes yap twaprov] as was made good by the 
apostle in i. 18 up to 11.19. The aorist describes the act of sin 
as a historical fact of the past. The perfect saptjxace = vd’ 
Gpaptiay eiot would represent the sin as continuing with its 
consequences to the present. 

—kal torepodvtar tis S0Ens Tod cod] torepetcbas = VaTepov 
yiyver Oat, posteriorem fieri, to be left behind in the race, to remain 
behind. But as one that remains behind a thing is without it, 
vorepeioat in later Scripture passages means destitut, carere, to 
lack, to be without, and like all verbs of defect governs the 
genitive. Similarly AetzrecPai twos. - Luther: “and lack the 
glory which they should have with God.” In this case d0€a tod 
cod, analogously with Suacoovvn Oeod, stands for S0£a éverrov 
Tov Oeod, twapa TO Gea, “ glory, honour that God deems such, that 
avails before God.” Not really differing from this in meaning, 
others interpret: “they are without the honour that God gives, 
are without approval on God’s part (rod Oeod, as genit. auctoris).” 
Just so John xii. 43: 7 d0&a tod Oeod, for which in John v, 44 
% S0€a 1) mapa Ges stands. Accordingly, as we interpret Sicacoovvn 
Geod, righteousness availing before God, or: righteousness that God 
gives, we shall prefer the one or the other of the interpretations 
given, which in substance do not differ. But the interpretation : 
they are without glorying towards God, is out of the question, for 
Sofa is gloria, not gloriatio. Glorying towards God is kavynous 
or Kavynua mpos Tov Geov, ver. 27. But just as little is d0fa 
tov Geod to be referred to the future glory which God will give 
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in eternal life, as in v. 2, the apostle here manifestly treating 
of the desert of man in the present life Finally, the reference 
of the dc&a tod Oeod to the divine image implanted originally 
is to be rejected, though most of the older Protestant and 
some modern expositors maintain it. For neither can d0£a tod 
Ocod be rendered likeness to God, nor does the expression in 
the least degree suggest to any one a reference to a d0€a that | 
is past, or the interpretation: “they are without the glory that 
God gave them in the beginning.” But neither can dofa tod 
Oeod signify God-like glory = image of God. If the apostle had 
wished to express this idea, he would undoubtedly have written 
simply and intelligibly: cal torepodytas tis eixovos Tod Beod. 
1 Cor. xi. 7: efxe@v Kat SoEa Ocod, furnishes no analogy suffi- 
cient to justify the reference of d0£a tod Ocod in this passage to 
the divine image implanted originally. There man himself is 
called Sd£a rod Oeod; the subject is not, as here, the dofa Tod 
@cod which man ought to have. 

Ver. 24. Scxarovpevor] Luther: “and are justified without 
merit.” But Sdseacovpevor is not = Kat dixacodvrar, for the 
participle does not arbitrarily stand for the copula with the 
finite verb. Rather are we to interpret: “and are destitute of 
glory with God, being (since they are) justified freely;” Beza: “ut 
qui justificentur.” Here, then, the idea of unworthiness (dote- 
povvtat dS0£ns) figures as the principal idea, to which the idea of 
justification, upon which yet the principal emphasis lies, is 
subordinated as a secondary notion, Elsewhere the Greeks often 
annex the principal idea in a participial form to the verbum 
jinitum, which is explained by their wealth in these forms, and 

by their fondness for participial constructions. Comp. Matthia, 
Ausf. Gr. Gram. Th. II. § 557, p, 1097, 2. But we do not 
think that this mode of construction is chosen here without 
desion and significance. Rather is it of such consequence to the 
apostle to annihilate all ofa and all cav¥ynous in men, that from 
the first he so arranges the exposition of his doctrine of justifica- 
tion as to direct it to this end. For this reason, when it is 

finished, his first question, ver. 27, is: vod ody 4 xavynows; All 
men are destitute of glory before God in two certainly closely 

1 Meyer justly observes that ‘‘the following dxasmvusv proves that the doa rod 
é:od cannot in reality be anything essentially different from the dixascivn bsod, 

and cannot be merely future.” 
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connected respects,—first, because they have all sinned; and 
secondly, because they are all justified in the way of gift. It 
cannot then be held that Paul would more plainly or correctly 
have written xal Sccavodvras instead of dieacovpevor. 

—Swpedv] in way of gift, gratuitously, i.e. without payment 
or merit through works of law on our part. Hence v. 17: % 
Swped THs Stxacocvyys, and Eph. ii. 8: Geod rd SHpov. In this 
signification stands Swpedy, Matt. x. 8; Rev. xxi. 6, xxii. 17. 
In the ordinary signification: gratis, without material payment, 
Matt. x. 8; 2 Cor. xi. 7; 2 Thess. iii. 8; finally, in the sense of 
sine causa, John xv. 25, and of frustra, Gal, ii. 21. 

—7H avTod yapiti] specifies the efficient cause of justification. 
Its cause is not the merit of man’s fulfilment of the law, for it is 
vouchsafed dwpedv. On the contrary, the cause is simply and 
solely the free, unmerited love of God, the love which in relation 
to the sinner manifests itself as yapis. Respecting the antithesis 
of yadpus (or édeos, Tit. iii, 5) and pucOos epywv, or ddetAnua, 
comp. iv. 4, xi. 6. But if man’s being pronounced righteous 
depends on divine grace, it is eo wpso identical with absolution 
from the guilt of sin, with forgiveness of sins, just as in iv. 1-8 
expressly Suxavodv, Noyifer Oar Sixaocvvnv, adiévar Tas avopias, 
emikahiTrTew Tas dpuaptias are perfectly synonymous notions, 
“By the position of the words 7H adtod ydpitt (not TH yap. 
avtov) the divine grace is, in harmony with the notion of 
dwpeav, emphasized precisely as the divine, opposed to all human 
co-operation,” Meyer. 

— Oia Ths atrorvTpwcews Ths ev Xpioto "Incod] se. yevouevns. 
“Contained and resting in Him, in His person, who has appeared 
as the Messiah (hence the Xpior@ is placed first),” Meyer. 
Herewith the means are specified of which divine grace, as 
the efficient cause, made use in working out man’s justification. 
*ArrodvTpwats, properly the redemption of captives in war by a 
ransom, or generally redemption by payment of a Avtpov. That in 
every passage, in which the subject is man’s justification, which is 
mediated by an droAvtpwors, this strict signification of purchase, 
acquisition by payment of a price, is to be held fast, is evinced 
by the synonymous expressions ayopafew, 1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23; 
eEayopateww, Gal. ili. 13 ; wepuroreto Oar, Acts xx. 28 ; AvtpodaOat, 
Tit. u. 14. _ But we must especially compare the Lord’s declara- 
tion, Matt. xx. 28, Mark x. 45, that He came Sodvae thy ~uyiy 
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avtTod AVTpov ayTl To\A@v, and the apostle’s corresponding ex- 

pression, 1 Tim. ii. 6: 6 dods éavroy dvtinutpoy brép TavTor. 
But in Eph. i. 7 the purchase price is expressly mentioned by 
name, the aiwa being pointed out as that which mediated 
atrodvTpwots for us. Just so in the present passage, ver. 25. 
Comp. Rev. v. 9, and Steiger on 1 Pet. 1. 18, p. 171 ff. of his 

commentary. But no doubt in other passages the notion of 
atroNvTpwars is generalized into that of liberation in the abstract, 
without intervention of a purchase price, Luke xxi. 28; Rom. 
villi. 23; Eph. i. 14, iv. 30. If, then, we ask from what Christ 
redeemed us by payment of His blood, Eph. i. 7 gives the 
answer—from the guilt of sin; for there the nature of the 
atroNvTpwots Which we have in Christ is defined epexegetically 
as consisting in adeous TOY TapaTTwpdtwr. So, too, in this 
passage, where dvxaiwous is conceived as identical with decors 
Tov TapaTTopatov, the remission of sins brought about through 
amonvTpwors. In unison with this is Gal. ni. 13, where the 
KaTapa Tod vowov is described as the object of redemption. For 
the curse of the law is merely the manifestation of the guilt of 
sin. With the guilt of sin we are at the same time delivered 
from the penalty of sin, from the épy) tod Geov, which not only 
rests upon mankind now, Eph. ii. 3, but is also revealed hereafter, 
Rom. v. 9, 1 Thess. 1. 10, as well as from death, temporal and 

eternal death, in which the curse and sentence of the law is 

finally executed, Rom. v. 17, 21. But with the guilt and penalty 
of sin we are finally ransomed from the dominion of sin and 
Satan, Tit. H. 14; 1 Pet. 3.18, Acts =xvi. 18) Colyaee 

although this element is not made prominent where the subject 
is the direct efficacy of droddtpwors in Justification. For the 
objective forgiveness of sin (Stxa/wovg) is not in the mere abstract 
identical with the subjective extirpation of sin (avaxaivwois, 
ayiacpos). We can only contemplate deliverance from Satan’s 
dominion as involved in dccaiwots, in so far as Satan is called o 

KaTHyop TOV adeAPav Huav, 0 KaTHYOPaY a’TaV évwTrLov TOD 
Oeod nuépas Kat vuxTos, Rev. xii. 10, and 6 Td xpdtos éywv Tod 
@avatrod, Heb. ii: 14. Comp. Col. 1. 14, 15. But then the 
sense in which the aiwa Xpiorod may be regarded as the means 
of expiating sin is made clear to us in what follows. Here it 
only remains to be further noted, that if the apostle (ver. 22) 
makes the diucavocvvn Ocod mediated Ova ths mictews “Inood 
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Xpictod, but in the present verse dia tis amoduTpwcews THs év 
Xpicté “Incod, the two statements can only be reconciled thus— 
that aoAvtpwors is to be considered the objective, wiotis the 
subjective medium of justification. 

Ver. 25. *Amondvtpwors was just mentioned by the apostle in 
general terms, but it was needful to define it with greater exact- 
ness as a redemption accomplished through afua. The objective 
medium of justification being thus sufficiently characterized, the 
subjective medium mioris could not remain unnoticed if the 
proposition of ver. 22 is to be exhaustively developed. In the 
last place, in the words ets évdevEw xTr. the apostle indicates 
the divine purpose of this amodvtpwois Sia Tod aipatos.—dv 
mpoéGero] mpoTiGecPar may mean: to propose to oneself, to 
determine, as in i. 13, Eph. i. 9, and then we should translate : 

“whom God predestined.” Then, perhaps, grammar would not 
imperatively require efvas ihaortypuov, for as we say mpoopifev, 
exdéyerOar, we may, perhaps, also say mpoti@ecOai twa Tt, in 
the sense : “to predestine, choose one for something,” comp. Rom. 

vill. 29; Jas. i 5d. But the connection points not so much 
to an eternal counsel of God, as rather to a fact realized in time, 

a reference confirmed by the following eis @vdevEw «Td. Tpos 
évoerEw ev T® vov kaip@. Accordingly, in this passage the only 
congruent interpretation is: whom God set forth. The middle 
signification of mpotifecPar need not on this account be 
given up. God set Him forth openly for Himself, His own 
righteousness being concerned in this act, comp. els évdeEw 
THs Sukatocvvns avtov. mpoTiecPar is often used in profane 
writers in the sense of spectandwm proponere, especially of 
exposing the dead. Interpreters quote Plato, Phaed. p. 115 E, 
ed. Beck: «poti@ec@ar vexpov; Thucyd. ii. 34: Ta dota 
mpot ier Oa, 

1 Despite the above explicit statements, Mehring maintains, p. 332, that I 
interpret potéero in this passage by ‘‘He predestined” (sic!), a proof of the 
incredible carelessness with which he has read my words. It is just as strange that 
he should say, p. 330, that iaeer7pov occurs altogether but three times in the O. T., 
whereas I have quoted six passages (and there are four besides), and that he should 
call my assertion, that the word everywhere means the expiatory covering of the ark, 
wrong, because in Num. xxv. 17 it is found as an adjective. On the contrary, this 

passage quoted by myself supports my assertion. If, when used adjectivally, it 
occurs only in connection with iwiésuwaz, as a substantive it has itself only the 
Meaning of iaaerrpov ixiéeux. Comp. also further, Ex. xxv. 19-22, xxxvii. 9. If, 
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—iracrnpiov] the translation given by the LXX. of 1783, 
the name given. to the cover of the covenant-ark in the 
QO) \T)\ Ex: xxv. 18, xxxi. 6) xxxvi 12) xecya) 6/985 ee 

89. Sometimes they add éwiewa, Ex. xxv. 17. When in 
Amos ix. 1 they render "iMB2 by (Aacripsov, without doubt they 
read 152 by a transposition of n and 4, or believed that it should 
be so read. At variance with this constant and frequent use of 
the expression ‘AaoTypwov for the Kapporeth of the covenant-ark, 
itactnpvov is found only in Ezek. xliii. 14, 17, 20, as a translation 
of 71¥, the ledge of the altar of burnt-offering. This rendering 
is explained perhaps by the fact that according to ver. 20 the 
Azarah also, like the Kapporeth, was to be sprinkled with the 
blood of reconciliation, or by the fact that the Azarah was the 
standing-place from which the sacrifice was offered up. In any 
other sense ‘AacTypioy is never used by the LXX. Therefore, as 

the passage in Ezekiel, standing by itself in the description of the 
ideal temple of Jerusalem, could not come into account, by the 
expression ‘NaoTyptoy every one must have been reminded at 
once of the Kapporeth of the covenant-ark. Hence it appears a 
piece of simple exegetical wantonness, without the most stringent 
necessity, to depart from this meaning, the only one verified by 
biblical idiom. The more so, as (AaoTHptov (used also by Philo 
for the Kapporeth as the symbol of the trew duvdwews of God) in 
the single passage where it occurs in the N. T. Heb. ix. 5, stands 
in this meaning fixed by usage. The objection raised in these 
days that Gentile-Christian readers would be unable to under- 
stand an allusion intelligible only to Jews, must be turned 
completely round. Even Gentile Christians, considering their 
familiarity with the O. T. in the translation of the LXX., by 
the word ‘Aacrtypiov, which, moreover, in this passage plainly 
alludes to a current O. T. notion, could be reminded of nothing 
else than the Kapporeth of the ark. In the next place, the word 
itaotnptov in the present passage is taken in this sense both by 
the church Fathers and by most of the older Protestant exegetes 
(Luther: Gnadenstuhl, mercy-seat), some moderns agreeing. On 

where the expiatory covering is introduced for the first time, Ex. xxv. 17, it is 
called for the sake of perspicuity fAacrapiov taideux, from that place onward in the 
following verse and everywhere, equally with the substantivised adjective +d 
iAaoripiov, SC. twilewe, it means the expiatory (namely, instrument) = the expiatory 
instrument, the mercy-seat. 
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the other hand, most of the modern expositors, and those the most 

important, speak of this reference of ‘(AaoTpiov as untenable, if 
not as altogether absurd and out of the field. In the first place, 
it is asserted that the LXX. had translated ‘ANaornpsov wronely, 
because M53 is to be derived from the Kal 783, to cover, and 
means operculum, covering, not from the Piel 183, to expiate, 

reconcile. But this assertion is utterly groundless (comp. Bahr, 
Symb. des mos. Cult. I. p. 381). Were the word formed from 
the Kal, it must be M153. If, then, the Kapporeth means in fact 
nothing else than expiation, expiatory instrument, it is arbitrary to 
assert that this symbolic signification sprang in the first instance 
from the translation of the LXX., and thence passed on to Philo. 
Not that it is to be supposed, on the other hand, that this meaning 
was as well known or familiar to the older Jews and the later 
non-Alexandrine Jews as it was to Paul and his readers. — It is 
asserted, further, that Paul must have written Td (ANaotypiov with 
the article (not tAXaorHpiov without article), as here the realized 
idea of the ark-covering, To aAnOwov thactypiov, is meant. But 
does not this objection tell with the same force against the inter- 
pretation of the opponents who render tAaorypiov, expiatory 
sacrifice? or was not Christ in very deed the realized idea of 
expiatory sacrifice, the expiatory sacrifice nar’ éfoyjv? The 
truth is, that, as the only one of its kind, the Kapporeth stood 
in no need of the definite article; and even if we translate: an 

expiatory instrument, a mercy-seat, this may be quite well under- 
stood of a spiritual Kapporeth, the counterpart of the material 
one. The want of the article serves to characterize = He has 
been set forth by God in the character of a mercy-seat, 7c. as is 
self-evident, of a spiritual, real mercy-seat. Comp. e.g. the anar- 
throus év vid, Heb. i. 1 = through One who is a Son. —It is 
said still further, that Christ, as Kapporeth, can only be regarded 
as conducing eis évdeEuv yaputos, not, as is declared in what 
follows, eis 6. Sicavocdvns. But every means of expiation, 
precisely as a means of expiation by Odlood, is an exhibition of . 
the divine righteousness, the Kapporeth not less than the sacrifice. 
— Finally, as concerns the objection, that it is incongruous to 
compare Christ, who shed His own blood, with the ark-cover 

sprinkled with foreign blood, this is the very difference that 
naturally follows in the antitype, and has justly been put down 
to this account. In the same way, in the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
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Christ, who offered His own blood, is represented as High Priest. 
The tertiwm comparationis is simply this, that Christ, sprinkled 
with blood, resembles the Kapporeth sprinkled with blood. In 
the same way that the latter, just as sprinkled with blood, covered 

the tables of the law contained in the ark, and in removing the 

curse of the law by means of the blood of reconciliation set forth 
God Himself as reconciled, is Christ, sprinkled with His sacrificial 
blood, the end of the law, Rom. x. 4; for as such He nailed the 

law to the cross, Col. ii. 14, and redeemed us from the curse of 

the law, Gal. iii. 13, and thus in Him we have not merely typical, 
but real reconciliation with God. As to how the Kapporeth of 
the ark symbolized the expiatory compassion of God, comp. 
Hengstenb. die Auth. des Pent. II. p. 642 ff. Further, Paul’s 
comparison of Christ to the Kapporeth as the central point of the 
entire O. T. theocracy is a striking one. On the high significance 
of the latter, comp. Bahr, 2bid. p. 387 ff. ; p. 390 it is said: “ The 
Kapporeth was then in any case an expiatory instrument; and 
if, among the various expiatory instruments which the Hebrews 
had, this one bore the very name of expiation, it must have been 
the expiatory instrument «at’ é£oyyv, the first and most im- 
portant.” Hengstenberg says: “To the Kapporeth all sin and 
trespass offerings stood in the closest relation. It formed their 
objective base, a summons and obligation to present them. What 
took place outwardly but once a year in the great sacrifice on 
the day of atonement, the sprinkling of blood before the Kap- 
poreth, took place spiritually in all sacrifices.” Hence, according 
to Heb. iv. 16, it is the type of the heavenly @povos THs yapetos. 
As such was it set up in the midst of the people encamped 
around the tabernacle, a token of grace, like the serpent lifted up 
in the wilderness, under the old covenant concealed in the Holy 
of Holies ; under the new, revealed and visible to all. Hence the 

expression mpoéOero 6 feds. The pride of the Jew in the law 
could not be more effectually humbled than by the allusion to 
the Kapporeth as covering the blood-besprinkled, curse-dealing 
law. — Thus we think we have vindicated the interpretation of 

the word (Aacrypsov, formerly current, as the correct one.’ Other 
expositors take the word as masculine, and translate: reconeiler, 

* According to Kahnis, Die Lehre vom Abendmahle, p. 66, we have done this 
conclusively. Our view is now accepted also by Tholuck, 5 Aufl.; Umbreit, p. 34; 
Ritschl, Die Entst. der altk. Kir. 2 Aufl. p. 85, Anm. 2; Besser, I. 192. 
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which would be ‘Aacrys, or: one reconciling, which would be 
itackopevos. Those who’abide by the neuter meaning interpret 
either : reconciliation, which would be thacpos, or: a reconciliatory, 
a propitiatory means in general. But the latter meaning is not 
established, and, besides, is far too abstract. The most popular 

modern acceptation of tANaotHpiov is=expiatory sacrifice, after the 
analogy of owtnptov, sacrificium pro salute, LXX. Ex. xx, 24, 
xxix. 28, as examples of which Aacrnpiov “Ayatolt th AOnva TH 
"Triads, from Dio Chrys. and Hesychius, who explain (Naornpov 
by xa@dpovoy, are usually cited. But this does not prove the 
biblical use of iAactHpsov in the sense of expiatory sacrifice, since 
in Holy Scripture the word has another fixed meaning. Add to 
this that Scripture indeed says Christ presented Himself to God 
an expiatory sacrifice (Heb, ix. 14, 28; Eph. v. 2; John xvii. 
19), but not, God offered or presented Him to mankind in 

sacrifice.. God does not offer or present the sacrifice, but the 
sacrifice is invariably offered or presented to God. We must 
therefore rest content with the position that the substantivised 
neuter of the adjective, which of itself has the general meaning 
of an expiatory, a propitiatory, in this passage retains its histori- 
cally-fixed reference to the Kapporeth as the means of expiation 
kat éfoyyv. But Christ is set forth to all the world as the 
true Kapporeth, first of all in His public crucifixion, and again 
in the word of the gospel, whose echoes are ringing everywhere. 

—Oia Ths mictews Ev TO avToD aipate] The most obvious 
interpretation appears to be: “through faith resting on His 
blood,” comp. Eph. i, 15: alotis €v Td Kvpio “Inood; Col. i. 4. 

But it is more germane to the context to. make the elements of 
miots and aiua, not hitherto mentioned, stand out with more 
significance and independence. This is done by putting a comma 
after miorews, taking dua tis tictews, €v TO avTod aipate as 

1 When Meyer replies, ‘‘ the idea that God gave Christ to death pervades the 
entire N. T.,” it is still nowhere said that God offered Christ in sacrifice, which con- 
tradicts the very notion of sacrifice. And when Meyer in later editions answers : 
** Not that God thereby offered Christ in sacrifice, which is nowhere asserted, but 
that He set forth before the eyes of the universe Him who is surrendered to the world 
by the very fact of His offering Himself as a sacrifice in obedience to the Father’s 
counsel, as such actually and publicly, namely, on the cross,” still this setting forth 
takes place only through the word of proclamation, the preaching of the gospel, 
whereas here manifestly the reference is to the actual surrender of Christ as tAcrzpscv 
on the part of God, 

Puixipps, Rom. I, Ix 
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parallel definitions, and placing both in connection with mpoé- 
@ero. God set forth Christ an expiatory covering, and this act is 
realized on its subjective side through faith, for only through 
faith does the individual make the expiation his own; on its 

objective side, in the blood, for only in the blood is the Kapporeth 
an instrument of expiation. 61a tis mistews, vy TH adTod aipate 
might also be connected with ‘AacrHpiov. But the first mode of 
connection seems to introduce best the purpose of the act of 
setting forth directly subjoined (ets évdevEw rhs Suxavocdvns avtod). 
By the very fact that the exhibition of Christ as a Kapporeth 
was mediated through faith and the blood, did God manifest His 
righteousness as the end of what He did. The blood here can, 
of course, be only the blood of the expiatory offering, which on 
the great day of atonement was also sprinkled on the Kapporeth 
in the most holy place. In this blood really lay the atoning 
virtue, according to Lev. xvii. 11. The animal destined for 
sacrifice takes the place of the guilty offerer. By imposition of 
hands the transference of sin and guilt to the head of the sacrifice 
is symbolized. In the blood-shedding of the slain victim is re- 
presented the execution of the penalty assumed by way of 
substitution. But this blood is destined for the Kapporeth, 
which only becomes a means of expiation when sprinkled with 
blood. The curse of the law, hidden beneath the Kapporeth, is 
covered and cancelled only by blood, the token of the life poured 
forth, of the transgressor’s penal suffering and death endured, 
that death in which the curse of the law received its due. Hence 
it is said, Heb. ix. 22: ywpis aipatexyvolas od yiverar ddeors. 
As to the substitutory signification of sacrifice, comp. my Kirch- 
liche Glaubenslehre, IV. 2, p. 247 ff. 

—eis évoerEw tis Sixavocvyns adtod| The divine purpose of 
the exhibition of Christ as a Kapporeth by His blood= iva 
évoelEntar THY SiKaloovyny avTov, comp. Eph. ii. 7. Luther: 
“that He may give the righteousness which avails before Him.” 
But this translation depends on a wrong conception of the sub- 
joined words, which Luther renders: “in the forgiveness of sin, 
which had hitherto remained under divine forbearance.” Paul 
did not write d.a Tis adécews THY dwaptnuaTav TOV TpoyeyovoT@D 
€v TH} avoyn tod Oeov. Luther's interpretation we should regard 
as a superfluous repetition of the idea already expressed, ver. 21. 
Finally, the words eis évdevEw TAs Sixavocvvys avtod, ver. 26, are 
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explained by the words ets To eivas avrov Sixatov. Therefore 
dixarocvvn Oeod here can only denote, as in ver. 5, an immanent 

attribute of God, and then neither the ¢ruthfulness nor the good- 
ness of God, which diucacocivn does not mean, but His righteous- 

ness, namely, His judicial, retributive righteousness. If, as we have 

seen, duxavodv, Sixavoctvn Ocod = éx Oeod or évwTriov Geod, has 
always in the act of justification a reference to the judicial 
righteousness of God, it is arbitrary to refer the dvcavoodvn Oeod, 

operative in that act as an attribute of God, to His goodness 
(xapus, édeos, wyarn, xpnoToTns, piravOpwrria, which, as observed, 
dixatoovvn never signifies). Gurlitt, Theol. Stud. u. Krit. Jahrg., 
1840, p.974. But it is just as arbitrary to explain the epexegeti- 
cal addition, ver. 26, eis To etvas adtov Sixaov Kal SuxarodvTa KT. : 
“that He may be gracious, and in grace justify,” etc. But then 
God made known His retributive justice in this way—by making 
the blood of the expiatory sacrifice the objective medium of man’s 
justification. Only the death of the substituted victim could 
satisfy God’s penal justice. The objection that God wished to dis- 
play His righteousness merely for the sake of men, as the notion of 
évderéis suggests, is futile. The same might be said, according to 
Eph. ii. 7, of the divine grace. What God makes known to men 
has its ground in Himself. If in the sacrificial death of Jesus 
He makes known His righteousness, then His righteousness must 
have demanded this sacrificial death for its own sake. Had the © 
purpose been merely a subjective one,—namely, the awakening 
of a sense of guilt in man (comp. de Wette here),—the surrender 
of Jesus to death, so far from being a proof of the divine right- 
eousness, would have been a proof of His untruthfulness, in making 
it appear as if sin really claims a sacrifice which at bottom it does 
not claim, and of His arbitrariness in bringing about, or even 
merely permitting, the death of the innocent, without its being 
imperatively required in order to the absolution of mankind from 
guilt. Thus the reproach of harshness recoils with full force on 
this subjective theory of atonement. In the death of Jesus, 
accordingly, is exhibited an objective reconciliation of the divine 
righteousness and love, and, as far as the Anselmic doctrine of 

satisfaction rests on this basis, the reproach of grossly anthropo- 
pathic treatment is urged against it with injustice. In what its 
defects consist, on this comp. my Kirchliche Glaubenslehre, IV. 2, 
p. 87 ff But then the apostle’s discovering in the afua of Christ 
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a manifestation of the divine righteousness rests upon this ground 
—that God’s grace appears in justification in so far as it is 

bestowed on us without sacrifice on our part, but His righteousness 
in so far as the bestowal still is conditioned by a sacrifice, by the 
aia of Christ. Doubtless this sacrifice, consisting in the sur- 
render of the only-begotten Son, the well-beloved, Eph, i. 6, is 
withal a manifestation of the divine love, John iii. 16; but the 
necessity for the surrender was founded in the righteousness of 
God, which demanded retribution. It is not, indeed, the love of 

good-will that is procured for us through Christ, for this rests even 
upon the sinner, and sent Christ for his salvation, but the love of 
divine complacency, which is not consistent with the displeasure of 
the divine righteousness at sin. The love of divine complacency 
rests only upon Christ, the Just One, who appeased God’s just 
displeasure at sin, and upon the man who is justified through 
faith in the righteous Propitiator. Christ then appeased not so 
much God’s wrath against sinners, as rather God’s wrath against 
sin, or God’s wrath against sinners, not in so far as they are God’s 
beloved creatures, but in so far as they are creatures tainted with 
the sin which is displeasing to God.’ 

—Oid Thy Tapecwy TOV TpOYeyOVOTMY awapTnUaTaY év TH avoyA 
tod Oeot] states the reason that determined God to the évderéis 
THs Sixatoovvns avtov. At the same time, this confirms the 
meaning of dscatocvvn just given. God having patiently borne 
with sins hitherto, cannot be a motive to reveal His goodness, but 

only to make known His righteousness. zdpeous, here only in the 
N. T. = practermissio, neglectio, passing by; so also mapvévat, Ecclus. 
xxiii, 2; similarly d7epidetv, Acts xvii. 30, and aapopav, Wisd. ° 

1 Meyer observes: ‘‘ Moreover, the ?vd«%s of the divine righteousness, which took 
place through the atoning death of Christ, necessarily presupposes the satisfactio 
viceria of the iawerypov. Hofmann’s doctrine of atonement (compensation) does not 
permit the simple and—on the basis of the O. T. conception of atoning sacrifice— 
historically definite ideas of vv. 25, 26, as well as the unbiassed and clear representa- 
tion of the &xorvrpwois, ver. 24 (comp. the adcpov ave, Matt. xx. 28, and dvriaurpoy, 
1 Tim. ii. 6), to subsist along with it. On the other hand, these ideas and sugges- 
tions given in and homogeneously pervading the entire N. T., and whose meaning 
can by no means be evaded, exclude the theory of Hofmann, not merely in form but 
also in substance, as a deviation evading and explaining away the N. T. type of 
doctrine, with which the point of view of a ‘ befalling’—the category in which Hof- 
mann invariably places the death of Jesus—is especially at variance.” And: ‘‘It is 
not to the ecclesiastical doctrine, but te Schleiermacher’s, and partially also Mencken’s 
subjective representation of it, that Hofmann’s theory, although in another form, 
stands related.” (Meyer, I. 180.) 
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Sol. xi. 23. On the other hand, ddeous is condonatio, forgiveness. 
Sins temporarily passed over may be subsequently punished 
(comp. 2 Sam. xvi. 10-12, xix. 21-23, with 1 Kings i. 8, 9, 
44-46), but not sins absolutely forgiven. mpoyeyovora dpaptn- 
pata are not those of individuals before conversion, but sins 

committed before the appearance and sacrificial death of Christ. 
The only question is, whether the sins of the O. T. covenant- 
people included under the law are meant, or the sins of all man- 
kind before Christ. We believe the first, because Christ was 

lescribed as the true Kapporeth by His blood, the Kapporcth that 
sally blotted out the sins which were only covered in the form 
? promise by the typical Kapporeth in the Holy of Holies. But 
hese were the sins of the people of Israel. This view also 

jnarmonizes with the avowed aim of the apostle, to humble Jewish 
pride in the law (comp. ver. 24 on Sixatodpevor Swpedv), and 
explains the special prominence of the évdeEs of the divine 
dixatootvn, which the Jews fancied they had satisfied by their 

épya vouov. In this sense the present passage would agree per- 
fectly with Heb. ix. 15: nal dua todto SiaOyKns Kawhs peoitns 
éotiv, dws Oavatou yevopévov eis aTONUTpwWOW THY emi TH TPOTH 
diaOnKkn wapaBdoewy KTAr., and Acts xiii. 39: do wavtav ov ovK 
éduvnOnte ev TH vouw Moicéws SixawOjvar, év tovte mas oO 
miotevov Sixacodrat. In other places Christ is exhibited as one 
ae by His sacrificial death abrogated the curse of the O. T. 
Nomos, Gal. iii, 13, Eph. ii. 15, Col. ii, 14, and this for the 

special purpose of redeeming those who are under the Nomos, 
Gal. iv. 5. But therewith by natural consequence the guilt of 
the Gentile world is blotted out, Gal. iii. 13; Eph. ii. 16. At 
the same time, with the abrogation of the Mosaic Nomos, not only 
is the obligation of its peculiar law binding on the conscience 

cancelled, but the absolute obligation, which, as it hitherto testi- 

fied against the Jews, might also afterwards have testified against 
the Gentiles. But it is self-evident that with the abrogation of 
the Nomos as the perfect and therefore permanently binding 
revelation of the divine will, the guilt of mankind after Christ is 
abolished as well as that of mankind before Christ, John i. 29; 

1 John ii. 2. Dogmatic truth of universal application is pre- 
sented by the apostle in the form of a special historical exposition. 
When the apostle speaks of a passing over of the sins committed 
{under the old covenant that necessitated a manifestation of God's 
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retributive justice, this of course does not preclude the occurrence 
even under the old covenant of relative and precursory revelations 
of God’s punitive justice, but the highest and adequate disclosure 
of Svcacocvvy took place only in the sacrificial death of the Son 
of God.—év 7H dvoxh Tod Oeod is to be joined with dua tHv 
mapecwv = Sia TO Taptévar Tod Geod TA TpoyeyovoTa apapTipaTa 
év Th avoxyn avtov. The avoyy of God, His forbearance, is to be 
distinguished from ydpus, His grace. The first delays sin’s punish- 
ment, the latter cancels it entirely. From dvoyy proceeds the 
mapeots, from yapis the afeors auaptiov. The necessity of the 
évoerEus THs Sixavocvvns is attested by the scorn and false inte 
pretation of the divine dvoyy, of which, according to ii. 4, Isra 

had been guilty. 
Ver. 26. mpos &vderEw tis Sixacocdyns avrod év TO viv KaLpe, 

contains a resumption of els évdecEw Tis Sux. avtod, ver. 25, with 

the expressive addition of temporal definition, €v re viv Kaipa, 
when, therefore, the passing over of sins by divine forbearance, 
has come to anend. ‘The preposition eis is exchanged for mpés,| 
perhaps merely for the sake of euphony, to avoid the threefold’ 
repetition of the latter (ets évdevEw x7X., ver. 25; eis EvderEw KTH, 
ver. 26; es To etvae KTX., tbid.). The article received by Lach- 
mann, mpos [THv] évdexEw, may possibly be genuine, alluding to 
the évdevEs already mentioned. 

—els TO eivas avTov Sixatov] that He may be just—ze. be 
acknowledged as such by men, comp. ver. 4. As to the teleo- 
logical form of expression, see on ver. 19. 

—xal Sixavodvta Tov é« wictews "Incod] As eis 70 elvas adrov 
dixavov igs an epexegesis of mpos (eis) évderEw KTr., so is Kal 
duxacouvta a companion definition to décavov. The emphasis 
rests on Tov éx wiatews Incod. God manifests His righteousness, 
even in justification, in justifying, not the man who busies him- 
self about works which do not satisfy the claims of His righteous- 
ness, but only the man who by faith appropriates Christ’s 
righteousness, 1 John ii. 1. “Summum hic habetur paradoxon 
evangelicum, nam in lege conspicitur Deus justus et condemnans : 
in evangelio justus ipse et justificans peccatorem,” Bengel. As to 
Tov éx mloTews, comp. on Tols & épuOecas, li. 8. *Incod is wanting, 
indeed, in some codices, and varies in others; but it is to be 

regarded as genuine, on account of the implied reference of wiotis 
to Incody Sixavov, which in any case must be supplied. Perhap 
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in the particular manuscripts it has dropped out, after the analogy 
of vv. 28, 30. 

We have here, then (vv. 24-26), a sedes propria of the Pauline 
doctrine of justification, a passage always acknowledged as such. 
We saw that of the divine attributes ydpis and Sixavoovvn come 
into view as actively at work. The dodvtpwows év TO aipate 
Xpiorod contains the mutual adjustment and reconciliation of 
these properties which the sin of man had placed in hostile 
relations. Through this droAvtpwors there is now procured for 
man dKaiwors, consisting in ddeows TOV ayaptiav. The sub- 
jective medium by which this justifying grace, objectively pro- 
vided and offered in Christ, is appropriated on man’s part, is 
miatis. We have still to investigate more closely this latter 
notion, both as to its nature and operation. mors in Scripture 
does not generally denote a mere intellectual acknowledgment of 
the truth of the doctrine of atonement, or of the contents of 

revelation. How could such a faith exercise an influence, 

transforming human nature, and raising it above itself, such as 
is everywhere ascribed to it in Scripture? How could it be a 
power overcoming the world, such as is described.1 John v. 4 ? 
Rather is such a faith merely the miotis vexpd spoken of 
in Jas. il. 20, a possession common to men with demons, which 
therefore can only beget dpixn, ver. 19, but cannot manifest its 
energy in dyazn, Gal. v. 6. Faith which brings salvation, 
according to O. and N. T. Scripture, is nowhere a mere 
intellectual acknowledgment of the truth of revelation, but 
everywhere a trust of the heart upon a God-given promise of 
grace. IIiotis and émayyedia are everywhere inseparably inter- 
woven. As such trust of the heart, the faith of all the heroes 

of faith under the old and new covenant is exhibited as to its 
nature, comp. the portrait of Abraham’s faith and Heb. xi. The 
object of saving faith in general is any promise of divine blessing 
and gift, But the object of justifying faith in particular is the 
promise of the divine blessing and gift in Christ, of the forgive- 
ness of sins procured through Him as the atoner, and provided 
in Him, as Scxasovpevor did ths atodutpwcews THs év Xpicro, 

ver. 24, alone proves. But then this saving, justifying faith 
itself is not a work of nature, but an effect of divine grace. 
Even the choicest fruit springing from nature is merely a 
work of law, and as such cannot justify. We should not be 
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justified Swpedy, TH adrod xadputs, ver. 24, if mictus were the 
power still left in human nature of receiving by its own power 
the drodvtpwois ev Xpict@ “Incod. This act of reception, with 
its immediate effect, the regeneration of man’s heart, is alone of 
such value that it would certainly detract from the unqualified 
worth of divine grace if it stood by the side of grace as a co- 
operating, meritorious factor. Further, Scripture says un- 
reservedly : rd tyeyevynuévov éx Ths capkos, cap& éott, John 
iii. 6. But aiores is not of a carnal, but spiritual nature. It | 
is therefore yeyevynpévev ex Tod mvevuaros, ibid. Again, no one 
can come to Christ except the Father draw him, John vi. 44. 
But faith is nothing else than coming to Christ, than the result 
of the Father’s drawing to the Son through the Spirit. Specially 
important for the understanding of the nature of faith as an 
effect of the Divine Spirit of grace is Eph. 11. 8-10. If faith is 
wholly a work of nature, or half a work of nature, neither has 
xapiti éote cecwopévor, nor yet ov« €& tudv, Oeod TO Sapov, nor 
iva py Tis Kavynontac, nor, finally, ad’tod yap éopev Tolnua, | 
xticbévtes €v Xpict@ “Inood, its entire and unrestricted import. 
For in that case there is found at least a division of agency 
between grace and our merit, God’s gift and our work; self- 
glorying is not abolished. We are then not God’s work only, 
but our own as well; and we are not created by God alone, but 

with God are creators of our own righteousness availing before 
Him, and of our renewal in Christ Jesus. As an effect of God 

and of His wvedua, faith is also expressly described in Rom. xii. 3 ; 
1 Cor. xii. 3, 9; 2 Cor. iv. 13; Gal. v. 5. Justifying faith is 

therefore, as we have so far seen, a divinely-wrought reliance of 
the heart upon the reconciliation procured through Christ, or 
upon God’s grace in Christ offered to us in the word of the 
gospel in the form of promise. 

The further question is then asked, how far faith thus imparted 
can be the precise subjective means by which God’s reconciling 
grace is appropriated. The answer is, in so far as, viewed as 
reliance upon Christ the Mediator, in its innermost essence and 
kernel it is nothing else than a renunciation of all work and 
merit of our own, or in so far as it is the Organon by which 
man, unrighteous in himself, lays hold upon the righteousness 
of Christ. Faith, in the specific evangelical sense of the word, 
means just nothing else than a reliance, not upon our own épya 
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vouov, but upon the drodvtpwcts bia Tod aiwatos tod Xpictod. 
A promise can only be embraced by believing trust. Any other 
mode of apprehending the promised good is in the nature of 
things not to be conceived. But it is important to unfold 
still further the scriptural, genuinely Pauline idea which lies 
wrapped up in the abstract in this relation of Christ’s objective 
work of atonement and man’s subjective appropriation by faith ; 
and in order to guard against any infringement upon the true 
evangelical doctrine of justification distinctly to bring out this 
point, that in the act of justification faith in no respect comes 
into consideration as to its peculiar moral quality and excellence, 
nor even in reference to the love and good works which issue 
from it. Were the renewal of the heart and life a co-ordinate 
ground of justification, how could this latter be described as 
consisting alone in the forgiveness of sins (Rom. iv. 7, 8), and, 
indeed, in a forgiveness of sins already fully purchased and pro- 
vided in the redemption effected through Christ’s blood (Eph. 
i. 7)? Thus faith in no way effects or completes forgiveness, 
but simply accepts it as it is offered. For this reason it may be 
said not only we are reconciled, but also we are justified, d.a tijs 
atroAutpa@cews, Rom. iii. 24. But if faith here come into con- 
sideration as the power of new birth to spiritual life, we should 
not be justified through the atonement pure and simple, faith 
which lays hold of the atonement adding nothing to it, but we 
should be justified through the new man in us as an effect and 
fruit of the atonement. Comp. Rom. v. 9, ducawOévtes ody ev 
T® avtovd aivatt, Faith then in a word justifies, not on account 
of its own worth, or on account of its moral effects, but solely on 

account of its object and import, on account of Christ’s righteous- 
ness, which it lays hold of and makes its own. Only thus is the 
apostle’s question (Rom. vi. 1) to be understood: té ody époduer ; 
eTryevovpev TH duaptia, a % ydpis Treovacy. If, along with 
justifying faith, its sanctifying and renewing power and efficacy 
were already to be taken into account, if so far it came not into 
view purely as the medium appropriating forgiveness of sins, this 
question has no meaning whatever. Only after he has completed 
his description of the justifying power of faith does the apostle 
in this epistle, from the sixth chapter onward, as elsewhere (comp. 
Gal. v. 13 ff.), describe faith’s sanctifying power. If this last is 
the effect of the former, how can it at the same time be its 
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cause? If the sanctification of man is always imperfect, so that 
Scripture everywhere requires its growth, how can it be a help in 
supplementing in any way the perfection of Christ, which in 
justification is given us to make entirely our own, «ec. form a 
constitutive element of justification itself? If the new life of 
the regenerate is still constantly sullied by sin, 1 John i. 8, then 
this new life cannot be the ground, or even a joint-ground, of 
our perfect righteousness availing before God. This ground is 
simply and solely the holy and perfect sacrifice of Christ which 
becomes our possession through faith. Thus is demonstrated the 
scriptural truth of the Protestant doctrine of imputatio justitiae 
Christi, of justificatio per fidem, not propter fidem, as well as of the 
Reformation Shibboleth—sola fide. In this formula, often called 
dead and stiff, to the soul instructed by God’s word and Spirit 
in the nature of sin and grace, and really feeling its need of 
salvation and comfort, is thrown open the Holy of Holies of the 
evangelical faith." 

As, then, the apostle, in the very course of expounding his 

doctrine of justification (vv. 24-26), has given a glimpse-here and 
there of a controversial reference to the pride of the Jews in the 
law, so, now that the exposition is finished, his purpose—hitherto 
kept back, and only indicated—of humbling the work-righteous 
Jew comes forth openly, and, so to speak, in the triumphant 
consciousness of a victory won (vv. 27-30). 

Ver. 27. rod oty 4 Kavynows;] Where then is the boasting ? 
See a similar form of question, 1 Cor. i. 20, xv. 55; Luke 

villi. 25; 2 Pet. iii. 4. In the vod (“ Particula victoriosa,” Bengel) 
is implied, so to speak, a search after something that has 
disappeared. odv draws an inference from the doctrine of 
justification, expounded vv. 21-26, which has just made all 
Kavynous disappear.  Kavynows, gloriatio, not 76 Kavynya, 

1 Comp. Meyer, I. 169: ‘* Every mode of conception which refers redemption and 
the forgiveness of sins not to a real atonement through the death of Christ, but sub- 
jectively to the dying and reviving with Him, guaranteed and produced by that 
death (Schleierm., Nitzsch, Hofm., and others, with various modifications), is 

opposed to the N. T.,—a mixing up of justification and sanctification.” And, p. 181: 

‘* As to keeping the scriptural notion of imputed righteousness clear of all admixture 
with the moral change of the justified, see also Késtlin in the Jahrb. fiir Deutsche 
Theol. 1856, pp. 105 ff., 118 ff.; Gess, ibid. 1857, p. 679 ff., 1858, p. 713 ff., 1859, 
p. 467 ff. ; compared, however, with the observations of Philippi in his Glaubenslehre, 
IV. 2, p. 237 ff., second edition.” 
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iv. 2, gloriandi materia. The glorying itself, not merely the 
ground or object of glorying, has vanished, no doubt the former 
only because the latter. In full assurance of victory, the apostle 
sees even the most stubborn gainsayer put to silence. The 
article before xavynaws denotes a boasting that is known, often 

practised and heard, or often already brought forward and 
repelled, ii. 17, iii, 19. The xavynous, therefore, obliquely 
rebuked everywhere from ch. ii. onward, may only be that of 
the Jews, not’ of men in general. Rightly then Theodoret, 
agreeing with Chryost., Theophyl., Oecum., already explains 7 
Kadynors by TO trbydov tov *Iovdatev Ppovnp.a. But the 
Kado of the Jews referred to their épya vomou, comp. Eph. 
ii. 9: od« €& Epywv, va pn Tis KAUXHTNTAL ; Ley Cory ity) 29.05 A 

striking example of such catvynovs is found, Luke xviii. 11 ff. 
The apostle acknowledges only a xavyaoGau év Kupie, 1 Cor. 
i, 31; 2 Cor. x. 17; Gal. vi. 14. 

—é£cxrelaOn] Theodoret: ode ett yopav eye.  éxKrelevv, to 
exclude, t.e. either: not to admit one who is without, or: to turn 

out one who is within. Then metaphorically: not to allow, non 
admittere, or: to put away, removere. Here in the latter meaning, 

as in Gal. iv. 17. 
—6ia toiov vouov;| sc. e&exreicOn. By what law is all 

boasting excluded ? 
—tav épywv ;] of works? i.e. by the law that enjoins works ? 
—ovyxi] not by this law; for, as the practice of the Jews 

shows, this fosters, although contrary to its aim and destination, 

which is to beget the knowledge of sin,—this fosters the legal 
pride and boasting of men. By its very nature the law may 
become, though not a cause, yet at least an occasion of false 
Kavynows ; but the gospel not even the latter. 

—annra Sia vopwov tictews] sc. EexrelcOn 4 Kavynow. “But 
by the law of faith,’ ze by the law that enjoins faith, The 
apostle is fond of such sharp and stirring antitheses. The law of 
Moses is a vopuos Epywv. The gospel is really the opposite of the 
vouos, and yet it is a vouos, but a vowos tictews, a law that 
summons, not to works to be perfectly done, but to the grace of 
forgiveness to be received. Thus in i. 5 the apostle speaks of an 
UTaKon miaTews, an Obedience to faith, just as dotéa is often 
described as azreiMeca, unbelief as disobedience to God’s word 

(comp. Heb. ii, 19 with iv. 6); and in 1 John iii. 23 it is said: 
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aitn éotly 1 évtod) avTod, va mictevompev TO dvopaTL TOD ViOd 
avtod “Incot Xpiotod x7d. Therefore even in the association 
of voyos and miotews the word voyos retains the meaning norm, 
obligatory rule of conduct, and never means doctrine, comp. Rom. 
vill. 2: vopos rvevpatos and vouos duaptias; ix. 31: vomos 
Sixacoovyys ; Jas. i. 25, ii. 12: vopos érevbepias. 

Ver. 28. AoyiLoueba yap] The textus receptus reads odv instead 
of yap; but the latter reading has the greater weight of external 
authority on its side. Aoyifecbar is not = cvAdoyiferOat, to con- 
clude, but = to hold, to judge, censere, i. 3, viii. 18. The apostle 

represents his doctrine of justification as having gained universal 
assent through the preceding course of argument. AdoyifecOar, 
then, implies the absence of doubt as to the objective truth and 

certainty of the doctrine held. 
—bixarodcbar triste: avOpwtrov yopls épywv vopov] The order 

of words tictet Sixatodcbat, which the recepta has, is supported 
by slighter authority, and looks like a correction for the purpose 
of emphasizing miotis as the chief element. Still aioves, standing 
as it does in the middle, may receive a sharper emphasis = with 
regard to justification, we judge that only by faith does man 
obtain it. ioe, as the dative of instrumental cause, is essentially 
synonymous with, and only in form different from, dua miotews. 
Luther: through faith alone. Catholics have reproached him 
with falsifying Scripture, because alone is not found in the text ; 
but with injustice. For as Paul knows but one way of justifica- 
tion under two forms, that by works of the law and that by 
faith, it follows that if one is expressly shut out, as it is here, the 

other alone remains. Comp. éay pj, Gal. ii. 16, and Luther's 
Sendbrief vom Dolmetschen, Er]. Ausg., Bd. 65, p. 108 ff: “ But 
they see not that it is implied in the meaning of the text; and if 
we are to Germanize it clearly and forcibly, it (sola or solum) is 
necessary.... But then I have not only relied on and followed 
idiom in adding solwm, Rom. ii. [ver. 28], but the text and St. 
Paul’s meaning require and imperatively demand it.” Not only . 
the church Fathers, but also a German Bible translation before 

Luther, Niirnberg 1483, and even two Italian ones, Genua 

1476, Venedig. 1538: “per la sola fede,” employed these par- 
ticula exclusiva without objection in their days. Moreover, sola 
fide stands in the sense of tantum fide, not of fide solitaria, 

inasmuch as justifying faith is invariably attended by good works. 
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Hence Protestant theology said: “ Fides sola justificat: at nec 
est, nec manet sola. Intrinsecus operatur et extrinsecus,” or: 
“Fides, etsi nunquam sine operibus est, tamen sine operibus 
justificat.” The objection that épya vouov are only works of the 
unregenerate, that the apostle excludes from justification these 
only, not the épya ayaa of the regenerate, has no force. By the 
endeavour to make his épya aya0a pass as the ground of justifi- 
cation, the regenerate man falls back to the legal position, seeks 
the complete fulfilment of the law not in Christ’s work, but in 
his own good works, and thereby again stamps his épya aya0a, 
by the legal relation that he gives to them, as épya vayov. See 
on ver. 20, where, in addition, we have seen that the expression 

épya vowov already of itself, and directly, embraces the good works 
of the regenerate. We abide, then, by the decision of the 
Formula Concordiae Epit. ii. Affirm. vii,: “ Credimus, docemus et 
contfitemur, quod ad conservandam puram doctrinam de justitia 
fidei coram Deo necessarium sit, ut particulae exclusivae (quibus 
apostolus Paulus Christi meritum ab operibus nostris prorsus 
-separat solique Christo eam gloriam tribuit) quam diligentissime 
retineantur, ut cum Paulus seribit: Hx gratia, gratis, sine meritis, 

absque lege, sine operibus, non ex operibus. Quae omnia hoc ipsum 

dicunt : Sola fide in Christum justificamur et salvamur. Eph. 
feyespiom. i. b7,. ti; 24;. iv;-3 seg.) Gal. ii, is Hebe x? 
Comp. Sol. decl, III. p. 691, ed. Rech. ywpis excludes all co- 
operation of works in the act of justification. On the general 
avOperov, a man, Chrys. remarks : TH ofkoupévn tas Odpas avoi~as 
THs cwTnplas, dynolv, dvOpwrov, TO Kowvov THs picEews dvopa Oels. 

Ver. 29. Supplementary proof of the correctness of the dogma, 
ver. 28, that only faith justifies, not works of the law. The 
proof is drawn from the consequence which would inevitably 
follow from the opposite supposition. If man became righteous 
by épya vouov, God would only be the God of the Jews, not also 

of the Gentiles, for He had given the vdmos only to the Jews. 
7] introduces another supposition which must certainly stand 
good if the dogma, ver. 28, is wrong ; comp. ii. 4. 

—'Tovdaiwy 6 eds povov ;] sc. éotiv. eivai twos, alicujus esse, 
to belong to some one, Luke xx. 38; Gal. iii. 20. Does God belong 
only to the Jews? It is needless, then, to repeat @eds in the 
sense of 7) 0 Oeds Iovdaiwy povov éativ Ges ; 

—ovyi «al é@vav;] forms a second independent question, whilst 
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the less authenticated Jectio recepta, obyi 5é Kai éOvdv, forms only 
the second portion of the one question beginning with 7%. 

—val kai é6vev] God is the God of the Gentiles also, inas- 
much as He is the Saviour also of the Gentiles. That He is the 
Creator, Lord, and Ruler of the Gentiles was acknowledged even 
by Jewish particularism. On the other hand, O. T. prophecy, in 
the Messianic prophecy of the calling of the Gentile world, bore 
witness also to the former truth, that God, as the Saviour of the 

Gentiles, is the God of the Gentiles. 

Ver. 30. Paul argues ex concessis, namely, from the indubitable 
truth of the unity of God. If He is one, His fixed counsel 
respecting the human race must be one and the same. Were 
He merely the Saviour of one and not of the other, He Himself 
would not be one, but twofold in nature. ésretzrep] quando semel, 
quandoquidem, seeing that, lays down a matter that is fixed, free 

from doubt. The less authenticated reading, received by Lach- 
mann, elizep, siquidem, if at all events, rests perhaps merely on a 
correction or change of the transcriber, émedep being an amag 
Aeyouevoy in the N. T. Even elzep of itself would give a good 
sense. For elsewhere also we find the rhetorical device employed 
of leaving in suspense one’s own judgment on a matter as to 
which the final decision cannot be doubtful, a course by which 
the certainty of the position in question is only made the more 
emphatic, comp. 2 Thess. 1.6. Since, then, God is one, He mani- 

fests Himself as one towards Jews and Gentiles in justifying 
Jews, as He does Gentiles, through faith. 

—is dixarocer] not only in the general judgment; but the 
future denotes an act in constant course of occurrence, ver. 20, 

v. 19. What always holds good may be equally well repre- 
sented as having taken place (perf.), as taking place (praes.), or 
as to take place (fut.). 

—mepitopip ... axpoBvatiar] ic. the Jews, the Gentiles. So 
axpoBvoria, ii, 26; weprtomn, iv. 12. 

—éx Tiotews... 61a THs Tictews] The change of the preposi- 
tion (€x, source ; dud, means) indicates no real difference of meaning, 
Gal. iii. 8; Eph. ii 8. At most, it might be intimated that the 
distinction, if any at all, is merely verbal, not real, .. therefore 

in truth none at all. Thus in the change of prepositions would 
lie a certain Pauline subtlety. “Itaque,” says Calvin, “ subesse 
in verbis ironiam judico: acsi diceret, siquis vult habere differ- 
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entiam Gentilis a Judaeo, hance habeat, quod ille per fidem, hic 

vero ex fide justitiam consequitur.” But probably the inter- 
change occurs merely for rhetorical reasons. Moreover, the 
omission or insertion of the article (wiorews, ths mwicTews) is 

immaterial, since in the self-defined idea wiotis, both may occur 
with equal propriety. But from the expression €« tictTews no 
justificatio propter fidem can be deduced. It indicates merely the 
rise or origin of justification from faith in general. The mode of 
origination may be variously conceived. But justification does 
not spring from faith in the sense of the latter being the ground, 
but only in this, that it is the means of justification. Hence, as 

matter of fact, é« mrictews = dua TioTews, per fidem. 
Ver. 31. Several modern expositors, following in the train of 

Origen, in harmony with whom Theodoret explains: dvwfev yap 
Kal 0 vomos Kal of mpophtar Ta Trepl Ths Tictews eVéomicar, find 
in this verse a resumption of the idea expressed in the words, 
ver. 21: Scavoovvn Ocod, paptupoupévyn bd ToD vowou Kal Tov 
mpopntav. The law would then be confirmed by the doctrine of 
justification through faith alone, in so far as even in the Pentateuch, 
as the following chapter shows, Abraham is adduced as an ex- 
ample of justification through faith. But in this case we should 
expect in iv. 1 a ydp instead of ody; for the bare assertion that the 
law agrees with the doctrine of faith could not directly form the 
basis of an inference (odv), but must first of all be itself estab- 
lished by evidence (yap). Moreover, the view referred to is not 
in perfect keeping with the context. The question, vouov ody 
KaTapyodpev Oia THs tictews, manifestly looks back to ver. 28. 
The doctrine that man is justified through faith without works of 
the law, seemed to involve an utter abolition of the Nomos, and 

to give countenance to a pernicious antinomianism. To rebut 
this objection, it is not enough for the apostle to show that even 
the book of the law teaches justification by faith. From this the 
only inference would be, that the law decrees its own abolition. 
Thus the confirmation must be sought in something else. But it 
can neither be found in the fact that the law begets the knowledge 
of sin and so leads to Christ, nor in the fact that in Christ’s 

sacrificial death the law obtained its due. For in this is still 
implied simply an abolition of the law, ver. 20; Gal. iii. 21-25; 
Eph. ii. 15; Col. ii. 14. Hence the meaning can only be: We 
establish the law, inasmuch as from faith the new obedience 
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proceeds, the love developes itself, which is the 7A7paopa vopou, 
xiii. 10. The old establishment of the law, issuing from the 
Jews, was really a xatapyetv, inasmuch as the law was still 

violated. On the other hand, the catapyetv of the vouos, issuing 
from the doctrine of faith, is really an (ordvat, inasmuch as the 
believer now fulfils the law by the Holy Spirit. “Faith fulfils 
all laws,’ says Luther’s note on this verse; “works fulfil not a 
tittle of the law.” Comp. viii. 4; Gal. v. 23. Certainly the law 
is abrogated only in the form of imperative demand and the curse 
annexed thereto (Eph. ii. 15; Gal. iii. 13), whilst in the case of 
the believer this is replaced by spontaneous obedience to the law, 
Rom. vi. 14-18. The present verse then contains merely a 
passing thought interposed by way of anticipation, an abrupt 
setting aside of a natural objection. Moreover, this way of speaking 
is quite in unison with the animation of the apostle’s course of 
thought and style, comp. the subordinate argument in the opening 
of this chapter. Just as the brief proposition, dua vouou érriyvwcis 
apaptias, which concludes in ver. 20 the description of the sin of 
the Gentile and Jewish world, is more fully illustrated in vii. 7-25, 

so the present vouov iotdpev, which concludes the description 
just given of justification by faith, is treated at greater length 
in viii. 1-11. Here the apostle glances, so to speak, merely by 
anticipation, at the more complete argument which follows later 
on. The illustration of the idea suggested under every aspect 
would have interfered too much with the course of the main 
exposition at present in hand. 

—xatapyooper] abolenvus, we abolish, ver. 3, iv. 14; Gal. iii, 17. 
—oia THs mioTews] namely, inasmuch as we teach that only 

through faith is justification attained. Comp. the reproach of 
abrogating the law brought against Paul on the part of the Jews, 
Acts xxi, 28. 

—iotapev] stabilimus, confirmamus, we establish, confirm. As 
here catapyeiy and (ordvat, so in Heb. x. 9 dvaipely and tordvar 
are contrasted. c‘oTdmev is not the conjunctive, but the indicative 
derived from iota, instead of tcrauev from toTnps, comp. Winer, 
p. 93. For the rest, the reading (ordvoper, received by Lachmann, 
is attested by preponderant evidence, although certainly the rhythm 
of the period is more in favour of the form tora@mev [Fritzsche, 
p- 210 in Wordsworth’s Comm.]. See a declaration of the Lord 
corresponding to the affirmation of this verse, Matt. v. 17. 
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Though the Nomos in the present passage comes into considera- tion only with respect to its abiding moral substance, of this sub- Stance even the ceremonial law partook, in so far as under its material and perishing garb it embodied types of higher ethical conceptions, 

Puiuiprr, Rom. 1. 
L 
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CAPT En. LV; 

THEY are two closely interlinked propositions which the apostle 
has worked out in what precedes ii. 21 ff.,—first, that man is 

justified by grace alone through faith, not through works of the 
law; and next, which follows directly from the former one, that this 
justification is imparted not only to Jews, possessors of the law, but 
just as much to Gentiles. Both propositions are now corroborated 
by the example of Abraham,—the first by David’s judgment also, 
—Abraham, the progenitor of the Jewish people, the father of 
the circumcision, who was for the Jews the name of highest 
authority, to whose sacred example they expressly appealed 
when they extolled the righteousness of works, and insisted on 
them as the sole means of justification. The fact of Abraham’s 
example and David’s testimony confirming the doctrine of 
justification by faith, proves that, as is said in iu. 21, it was 
witnessed beforehand by the law and the prophets. 

Ver. 1. Ti obv épotdpev “ABpadp tov watépa iwav evpnKévat 
Kata odpka;| The phrase té odv or Ti ody époduev, common with 
our apostle elsewhere, must not lead us, with some expositors, to 

insert a note of interrogation after ody or épodmev in this passage. 
Then the second question would run either: époduev ’ABp. T. 
Tat. Hy. cup. KaTA capKa, Or: "ABp. T.. TAT. Hu. EUp. KATA oapKa. 
But then, as object, we must supply to evpnxévar either du- 
Kkatoovvnv, Which is arbitrary, or an indefinite 7, which would 

only be possible upon the supposition that what Paul had said 

before suggests the notion that Abraham may have attained 
something cata odpxa. Thus the sentence: t/ ody... Kata 
capa, is to be taken as one question: “ What, therefore, shall 
we say that Abraham our father has found according to the 
flesh?” xata& cdpxa is to be joined with etpyxévas, not with 
tov tratépa nyuov. In the latter case Paul must have written : 
zi ody épodpev evpnkévar “ABpadpy Tov TaTépa nuav KaTa odpKa. 
This order of words is indeed recommended by numerous and 
weighty authorities, and Lachmann, who, moreover, reads 
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mpomatopa for matépa, has received it. Nevertheless, it looks 
far too like a designed transposition, especially as Origen and 
Chrysostom held to the former connection. But mpomdropa, 
uncommon in the N. T., in use only among the church Fathers 
to designate Abraham as the progenitor of the Israelites, is to be 

‘regarded as a gloss, intended to prevent matépa av here being 
taken in the spiritual sense, as in vv. 11,12,16,17,18. More- 

over, the question: “ What then shall we say that Abraham has 

found, our father after the flesh?” would give a wrong meaning, 
For the answer must still clearly be: “He has found nothing,” 
which is without foundation. Certainly Abraham found some- 
thing, and in truth much, namely, righteousness acceptable to 

God. Abraham found nothing merely by works of the law, ‘or 
kata odpxa, which must therefore of necessity be joined with 
evpnkévat. Since Paul by o warp jer describes Abraham, not 
as father of all believers, but as progenitor of the Jews, he 
thereby indicates beforehand that in the subsequent reasoning he 
concerns himself with the Jews, who maintained that Abraham 

had been justified cata cdpka, é& épywv. Kata odpra seems 
then to be explained by é& épywv, ver. 2. If the épya are referred 
to the external, legal works which the unregenerate man performs 
in the strength of his natural free will, this legal righteousness 
would be designated here as originating from the old nature of 
man, the cdp£, a Suxavootvn Kata capKa, capxixy, in opposition 
to the spiritual righteousness of faith. As the apostle (Phil. 
ui. 4-6) comprehends under wezrot@nous év capki natural descent, 
circumcision, and works of the law, and as generally circumcision 
and works of the law from the Jewish standpoint are inseparably 
connected, in agreement with the interpretation suggested, cata 
odpxa should perhaps in the present passage also be referred to 
both, to circumcision and external works of the law. The only 

circumstance to throw doubt on this explanation is that 
Abraham had already in the obedience of faith complied with 
God’s call, and already, as a believer, and one to whom righteous- 
ness was imputed not by works but by faith (comp. ver. 3), stood 
on the ground not of mere outward and legal works, but of works 
really good and acceptable to God. However, even believing 
David (comp. ver. 6) excludes his good works from justification. 
See my remarks on ver. 20. On this account the épya of 
Abraham, which are not to be taken into account in the matter 
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of his justification, must embrace not only Abraham’s works 
while still an unbeliever, but also his works when a believer. 

Chrysostom early confessed this when in his eighth homily on 
the Roman epistle he says: TO pév yap épya pa exovta éx 
mictews SixatwOvai Twa, ovdey amrerkds, TO Sé KopavTAa év 
catopOopact mi évtedOev GAN amo mlotews yevéoOar Sixator, 
TovTo TO Oavpactov. Little, then, as the apostle assigns the good 
works of believers to the sphere of the cap£, since they are the 
fruits of the wvedua, for Paul they fall into this category, directly 
that they are considered, as the Jews did with regard to the 
works of Abraham, in the light of righteousness availing before 
God. Everything wherewith man would magnify himself and 
assume airs, especially in God’s sight, even though of itself a 
good gift of God, may be described as belonging to the sphere of 

- the human, phenomenal, perishing. Comp. 1 Pet.i.24. So also 
in Gal. iii. 3, Paul calls the desire for righteousness through faith 
alone a mvevpate évdpyecOas, the blending with this of good 
works a capki érutedeic Pat, comp. also Gal. v. 4, 5; Col. 1. 18. 

The same view is expressed in the note of Flacius on this 
passage: “ Vox secundum carnem hic significat ex operibus, non 
sine extremo contemptu Justitiae operum, sicut et Isaias inquit: 
Omnis. caro foenum, et omnis justitia ejus sicut flos agri, et 
sicut etiam habetur, Philipp. iii. 4, e¢ Gal. i. 3, cum Spiritu 
coeperitis, nunc carne consummamini: causa locutionis est, quia 
caro, id est homo ipse in se habeat et praestet illam justitiam, 
non gratis ei a Deo imputetur, etiamsi eam praestet jam renatus, 
nam illa quoque opera vox haec complectitur.” Calov, who 
agrees with this note of Flacius, in the end declares for a third 
interpretation, followed by a number of interpreters before and 
after him, according to which cata odpxa in this passage is to be 
referred to circumcisio as a ceremonia in carne obsignata. In 
modern days this explanation has been especially advocated by 
Mehring (comp. also Schott, p. 226), who says, p. 368 : “If we join 
the words cata odpxa with etipynxévar, they correspond to the 
subjoined é& épywv, and include circumcision, which was expressly 
performed év capxi. Nay, not without great probability they 
will denote not merely with primary, but, considering the words 
following immediately, with exclusive reference to circumcision as 
the chief representative of works (comp. Ecclus. xliv. 20: Kai 
év capxt avtod éornoe Sia0yj«nv), all external things, to which 
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especially works belong.” We are now disposed, although Meyer 
calls it “ entirely opposed to the context,” to give the preference 
to this interpretation, because it seems to us to be the one most 
directly suggested both by the expression and thing signified. 
Abraham, who is called the progenitor of the Jews, is as such 
withal the progenitor of the circumcised. The Jews regarded 
circumcision, not like the apostle as above all the seal of the 
covenant of grace, but exclusively as the seal of the covenant of 
law, as the sign of obligation to observe the law. It was to 
them the primary and fundamental work, including in itself all 
other works, as the cause includes the effect. Hence cata cdpxa, 

ver. 1, is convertible with é& épywv, ver. 2; and as surely as cir- 

cumcision was a divinely ordained sign of the covenant, so surely 
might works be regarded as divinely produced works. The 
reference to circumcision is the more natural, as the Jews were 

directly described, iii. 30 (iii. 31 being, as we saw, a sentence 
only cursorily interposed), as the wepetoun, by which their specific 
distinction from the Gentiles as the axpoBvotia is emphasized. 
If the wepuTouy, like the dxpoSvoria, is justified only through 
miotis, then is mepetouy itself not the means of justification. 
With this the question naturally connects itself, whether 
Abraham had not been justified through circumcision, therefore 
through works. Thus the special inquiry about the @Péreva Tijs 
TeptTouys, ii. 1, which was started in opposition to the assertion 
of its entire dvw¢édeca apparently maintained (ii. 25-29), and 
which still awaited its solution, is again taken up in the present 
chapter, and in the following ver. 11 receives an answer. 
Whether justification lies open to the Jew through circumcision 
or without circumcision, ze. through works or without works, 

this is the question which is ever emerging again and again, 
and with which the apostolic exposition from ch. ii. to ch. iv. 

deals. But when Paul in this passage says, not é« zepuTouts, 
but xara cdpxa, in this disparaging description of zeputouy lies 
wrapped up the answer to the question, namely, that in this way 

Abraham attained nothing. Comp. the expression epitoyn év 
capxl xerporrointos, Eph. ii. 11, and edrpocwreiv, navydobar év 
capKi = év tepitouy, Gal. vi. 12,13. Just so even in Gal. iii. 3 

capki émuteAcioOe may be said in severe irony of the circumcision 
in which the Galatians now sought their perfection, a course by 
which they simply made manifest their relapse into a carnal 
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mind, in contrast with their former spiritual disposition. With 
evpioxew, N32, to find, attain, gain, comp. Acts vil. 46. 

Ver. 2 confirms the negation implied in the question of the 
previous verse. ef yap ABpadw é& Epywv édicarwOn] Paul says 
not é& gpywv vomov, because the vduos was not yet given to 
Abraham; but in substance the expression is the same. The 
Talmud even infers from Gen. xxvi. 5 that Abraham already 
observed the entire Mosaic law. édccavé@n is not directly and 
specially = was justified by God, but=was justified in general, 
was found just, leaving it undetermined by whom. Comp. ii. 4. 

—-éye kavynua] habet gloriandi materiam. He has reason to 

clory, namely, towards man, after human fashion. 

—arnr ov Tpos Tov Oeov] but not towards God, who does not 
recognise merit. So the apostle says even of himself, he was 
Kata Sikatocvyny thy év vouw dpewrros, but calls this a 
meTolOnow é€v capi that cannot justify him before God, Phil. 
iii. 4 ff, The interpretation now given of this verse is the only 
one at once natural and in keeping with the simple tenor of the 
words. That a general and indefinite reference is thereby assigned 
to Ovxavovcat is a comparatively slight difficulty, as the word 
still retains its radical meaning. But all other modes of inter- 
pretation are decidedly forced and untenable. Some, altering the 
punctuation, have tried to explain the meaning in two ways. 
First: ad’ ob mpos tov Oedv. But this makeshift is to be re- 
jected on this ground, that the formula of affirmation must have 
run, not pos Tov Oeov, but mpos Tod Oeod, or rather wa Tov Pedr, 
even mpos tov Oeod being a formula of oath, not of affirmation. 
Secondly: «¢ yap “ABpaap é& Epywv édixarwOn; “For was 
Abraham justified by works?” Answer: “He may glory, but 
not before God.” From this it follows that he was not justified 
through works. This explanation is ingenious enough, but arti- 
ficial” Against it the objection has justly been urged, that e¢ is 
not found in Paul in a direct question; that the question itself is 
irrelevant to what precedes; finally, that the sentiment of the 
answer in its unrestricted extent is inadmissible. In-accordance 
with the connection of thought, the most passable sense would be 
given by the interpretation which regards dAN od mpos Tov Oeor 
as the minor of a syllogism, of which the conclusio must be 

1 Meyer has now given this up, and follows the interpretation of the Greek 

exegetes. 
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supplied. “For if Abraham was justified by works, he has reason 
to boast, but he has no reason to boast before God; therefore he 

was not justified by works.” But in this case Paul must clearly 
have written : éyes kavynpua mpos Tov Pedy’ adn ody exes. Finally, 
Theodoret observes: 9 tov ayabav Epywv TAIpwois adTovs 
otepavol Tovs épyalopévous, TH O€ TOD Oeod PiravOpwomiav 
ov Seixvuct. So, too, the rest of the Greek exegetes, Chrysost., 

Oecumen., Theophyl. If Abraham was justified through works, 
the meaning is, he cannot boast of this at least with respect to 
God, since in that case his justification is not a divine benefit, but 
he himself has earned it. But this was precisely what the Jews 
maintained. They therefore were not silenced by this. Hence 
their refutation must have been contained in the declaration of 
Scripture, ver. 3. But then this would have been introduced by 
ada, not by yap. Moreover, the apostle himself shares the 
opinion, that whoever is justified through perfect fulfilment of the 
law has reason to glory even before God. Comp. Mehring on the 
passage. 

Ver. 3. That Abraham was not justified before God by the 
merit of works, is proved by the Scripture in which God Himself 
bears a different testimony about him, namely, that he won 

righteousness availing before God through faith, not through 
works. The Scripture passage quoted is taken from Gen. xv. 6. 
There Abraham receives the promise of a son and of a numerous 
posterity. Now, every divine promise is of necessity a pledge 
of an earthly gift and seal of heavenly grace. Faith in the former, 
therefore, always includes faith in the latter. The divine gift 
invariably bears the character of a sacramental ratification of 
divine covenant-grace and covenant-truth. Thus in Gen. xv. 1, 
in the words: “Fear not, Abraham, I am thy shield,” the Lord 
first of all seeks to strengthen Abraham’s confidence in this, His 
covenant-truth. But beyond this the earthly gift itself, made 
sure to Abraham, included in quite a peculiar way the promise of 
the highest heavenly gift. From his natural posterity was to go 
forth no other than the Seed of the Woman promised from the 
very beginning. Abraham’s faith, then, in the promise of a 
posterity from which blessing was to diffuse itself over all nations, 
implied faith in the promise of the Messiah, the Seed of the 
Woman and Conqueror of the serpent, whose birth was linked 
to the seed of Abraham. Thus the higher divine word of promise 
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stood or fell with the lower. Clearly, then, the apostle in this 

passage brings into view the elements thus indicated of Abraham’s 
faith. Not in so far as Abraham believed in the birth of Isaac 

and his natural posterity simply considered was he justified before ~ 
God, but only in so far as this faith, looking both backward and 
forward, included in it reliance upon divine grace and upon 
the advent of the Messiah which was linked to Isaac’s birth. 
This follows as matter of course from the nature of the Pauline 
doctrine of justification. If the object of Abraham’s justifying faith 
had been, not God’s grace in Christ, but only his future natural 
posterity, the analogy between Abraham’s and a Christian’s faith © 
would simply have consisted in the subjective spiritual quality of 
trust. But had faith as a subjective quality of soul, as a spiritual 
excellence of disposition, as a virtue well-pleasing to God,—had 
this in Paul’s view justified Abraham, the apostle would with his 
own hand have eut the very sinew of his doctrine of justification. 
For we have seen that, according to that doctrine, faith does not 
justify man before God on account of its subjective character, a view 
which must be described as a falling back to the legal standpoint, 
but that faith justifies man only on account of its object and 
import, which is no other than Christ, or God’s forgiving grace 
in Christ. Even Abraham knew and in faith embraced the 
promise of this grace, and this faith was reckoned to him for 
righteousness! That this is actually the apostle’s meaning is 

1 J rejoice that now even Meyer adheres to this proposition, so boundless in its im- 
portance and pregnant in its issues, both as to the N. T. doctrine of justification and 
as to the notion of O. T. prophecy. He says: “‘ Still less (in opposition to Neander 
and others) can the explanation of the subjective nature of faith in general, without 
the addition of its specific object (Christ), suffice for the conception of Abraham as 

the father of all believing in Christ ; since in that case there would only have been 
present in him a preformation of faith as respects its psychological quality generally, 
and not also in respect of its subject-matter, which is nevertheless the specific and 
distinguishing point in the case of justifying faith. We may add that our passage, 
since it expresses not a (mediate) issuing of righteousness from faith, but the ¢mputa- 

tion of the latter, serves as a proof of justification being an actus forensis : and what 
the Catholic expositors (including even Reithmayr and Maier) advance to the con- 

trary is a pure subjective addition to the text.” It is also far from sufficient when 

Tholuck, Aufl. 5 (comp. Wieseler on Gal. iii. 6, p. 242 ff.), calls the parallel between 

Abraham’s faith and the faith of Christians a virtual one, on the ground that the 
promise vouchsafed to Abraham was likewise a promise of grace. In the case of 
justifying faith, it is not a question of a promise of grace in general, but of the 
promise of grace in Christ. Tholuck no doubt calls the teaching of Lutheran 

theology, that. even in the case of Abraham the Messiah promised to him is to be 

considered as the real object of faith, a petitio principii, But if it is admitted, which 

eS 
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proved by vv. 4, 5 beyond contradiction, It is said, ver. 3: 
"ABpadp ériotevce kal XoyicOn adT@ eis Sicatoovyyy, and ver. 5: 
TO TisTevovTL emt Tov SixaiodvTa Tov doeBA oyiferas 1) TiaTLs 
els Suxacocvvynv. Thus the miots of Abraham, which was ac- 
counted to him for righteousness, consisted in his believing in 
Him that justifies the ungodly, just as David’s justifying faith, 
according to vv. 6—8, had no other meaning. That Abraham 
looked for the coming Messiah, the Messiah come expressly 
testified, John viii. 56. But if we always extract from the O. T. 
text merely the minimum that grammatical and logical interpre- 
tation, taken alone, can find in it, with no regard whatever to the 
whole strain of O. and N. T. Scripture, and to the teaching of the 
Lord and His apostles, the result is an exegesis in the highest 
degree barren for theology. We must grant, indeed, that in clear- 
ness, distinctness, and unbroken continuity, Abrahamic saving 

faith is not to be compared with the Christian, if only the 
essential identity of their substance be held fast. We have already 
indicated the connection of the Protevangelium with the promise 
of Isaac and with the universal blessing to spring from his seed, 
which justifies the apostle in his conception of Abraham’s faith.’ 
But then it follows from this that he has not arbitrarily enlarged 
the meaning of the Scripture testimony, to the effect that to Abraham 
his faith was counted as righteousness, in applying it to justification, 
while originally it merely expressed, like Ps. evi. 31 (comp. Num. 

even Tholuck does not deny, that for the apostle the justification of the Christian is 

an actus forensis, consisting in the imputation of the righteousness of Jesus Christ, 
then the petitio principii can only be discovered in the supposition that the apostle 
has drawn his parallel between Abraham’s justifying faith and the Christian’s justi- 
fying faith with due regard to exactness. But to question this argues no particular 
respect either for Pauline precision of thought or for the authority of the apostolic 
word of God. The great and holy Apostle Paul is at least no vacillating, misty 
divine of the modern mediation-theology. When Tholuck distinguishes in the 
Pauline doctrine of justification between the apostle’s conception and the truth 
embodied in this conception, and discovers the latter in the notion that in the appro- 
priation of Christ by faith les in fact the principle of a perfect fulfilment of the law, 
that justification is an anticipatory declaration which judges of the germ by its sub- 
sequent complete development (comp. on ver. 5, p. 178 f.), it is easily explicable 
that he then also makes the apostle no longer so exact as to the object of Abraham’s 
justifying faith. This may be more remarkable in Mehring, p. 385f. Meanwhile, 
even he asserts that per fidem and propter fidem are not absolutely separable. In 

that case one should simply acknowledge in so many words that the Romish Church, 
in its theory of justification, in opposition to the Reformation, is fundamentally in 
the right. 

1 See more in detail in the Zacursus to this chapter. 
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xxv. 12), the divine approbation of a particular act well-pleasing 
to God. In the case of Abraham it was his faith; in the case of 
Phinehas, spoken of Ps. evi, his deed, that was reckoned as right- 

eousness. ‘The faith of Abraham, the father of the covenant and 
of faith, was specific faith in the covenant-promise. The deed of 
Phinehas was an extraordinary heroic achievement, which, on 

account of its apparent harshness, stood in need of special divine 
approval and of ratification in the shape of reward. Finally, 
Abraham’s justification extended merely to his own person, while 
the reward of Phinehas extended “ to all generations for evermore.” 

—ériatevoe 5é "ABpaap TO Oecd] LXX.: kal éemioctevoev 
"ABpaw TO Oem] Paul puts the main idea, on which the emphasis 
lies, first: éwiatevoev, ovK Epya étroujcato, ovK eipyacato. The 
particle 6é belongs merely to the citation, not to the connection of 
the Pauline argument. Moreover, instead of “ABpdu Paul em- 

ploys the form of the name ’ABpadp, which appears first Gen. 
xvii. 5, and afterwards is exclusively used. He was to be intro- 
duced even here as the type and father of nations, of believers. 

—xai éroyicOn atte eis Sixatocvvny] literally after the LXX. 
The Hebrew text has the active i? navn, where God is to be 
conceived as the subject. édoyicOn, it was reckoned, namely, Td 
muctedaat, which is to be supplied from émriorevoev, Winer, p. 495. 
royieoOar in the present has sometimes (vv. 4, 5 ; contrary, ver. 6), 

in the aorist passive has always, the passive sense, because for the 
active sense the middle aorist form exists. In the Hebraistic 
mode of construction: AoyifecPal tii te eis Te (Ps. evi. 31: 
mp Is? ? avin), ets denotes the result of the reckoning, ii. 26. As 
an evidence, not so much of the justifying power of faith as of 
the reward bestowed on true faith, the passage of Genesis cited by 
Paul is quoted in 1 Mace. i. 52 more in the apocryphal Jewish 
than in the Pauline canonical sense. 

Vv. 4, 5 lay down two general antithetical propositions 
respecting the ground of justification, from the application of 
which to the present case of Abraham the inference is that to 
him justification was vouchsafed without the meritorious media- 
tion of works. Thus vv. 4, 5 contain an illustration of ver. 3. 

To && épyafouévm] Luther strikingly: “but to him who is 
occupied with works.” “Operantem vocat,” says Calvin, “non 
quisquis bonis operibus addictus est, quod studium vigere debet 
in omnibus Dei filiis: sed qui suis meritis aliquid promeretur: 
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similiter non operantem, cui nihil debetur operum merito. 
Neque enim fideles vult esse ignavos: sed tantum mercenarios 
esse vetat, qui a Deo quicquam reposcant quasi jure debitum.” 
0 épyatouevos has therefore the pregnant signification: one active 
in works, whose life-element is works, seeing that he performs 
them as a means to attain the Svcavoctvn Ocod and cwrnpia. 

The metabatic 8 serves merely to indicate the transition from 
one thing to another, or as a mere link of external connection. 
—o pucOos] The reward due, which presupposes, on the part 

of the receiyer, merit in the proper sense of the word. 
—ov Noyiferar Kata yapw ara Kata dpeihnua] The emphasis 

lies not on Aoyiferas, but on Kata yapwv, as the antithesis cata 

opeiAnua indicates. The apostle does not wish from the ex- 
pression Aoyifer ax itself to prove that justification is by grace, 
which would be opposed to ddiom. For Noyifec@ar means: to 
bring into account, to reckon. Whether this is done by grace or 
according to merit each particular case shows, not the word 
simply. The proof of Abraham having been justified by grace is 
not that his faith was reckoned to him, but that his fwith was 
reckoned. A work also may be reckoned, Ps. evi. 31. More- 
over, according to the former false conception, we should have 
most awkwardly before cata yapw to supply in thought a Todt 
5’ éoriv, and, in addition, to suppose a zewgma, since after adAa 
some such word as dédotas must be extracted from Aoyiferar. 
It has been justly observed, that if the apostle had given to 
NoyiGeras the pregnant sense of reckoning by grace, he must 
have written: od Noyiferas Se, 6 cote yadpus, 0 picbds TH 
epyalouévp, Kata odeihnua adtTov AawPavovTs, NoyiCeTaL dé 
TO pn épyalouéve, muctevovTs Oé é. T. 5. T. GoEBH 7 Wists av. Els 
dix. To one active in works, we must interpret, God accounts 
reward not by grace, but by debt. The épyafdmuevou, supposing 
that they are zountal tod vopuov in the full sense of the word, 
have therefore, without doubt, a claim to reward proportionate 
to their merit. In reality, even to them God owes nothing, 

inasmuch as they have only done what they are bound to do, 
Luke xvii. 10. But of His goodness He has assumed this debt, 
bound Himself to them by the promise of reward, to the fulfil- 
ment of which they certainly have a just claim. 
—76 Sé pw Eepyafoueve] Opposite of 76 épyalopuéve, 

ver. 4. Not such an one is meant, therefore, as does no 
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good works at all, but one who does them not with a view to 

his justification. 
—morevovts 6€ érl tov Sixavodyta Tov aceBH| The aoePijs 

here is not Abraham in particular, who, according to the tradition 

derived from Josh. xxiv. 2, and found in Philo, Josephus, and 

Maimonides, before his calling is said to have been an idolater ; 
for the proposition, as the parallelism of vv. 4, 5 shows, is to be 
taken as a general principle. dccarody tov aoe yields a 
stronger contrast than dscawdy tov adicov. All the more 
illustrious also is the energy of the faith which in reliance upon 
the divine ydpus believes in spite of acéBeva. mctevew érl 
swva, to believe in some one, ver. 24, Acts ix. 42, xi. 17, according 

to the Pauline conception of justifying faith, is not different from: 
“to put his trust in some one.” 

—noryiferar ) lots avTod eis Stxaroctvvnv| The Latin church 
(Pelagius, Ambrosiaster, Vulgata) added to these words: secundum 

propositum gratiae Dei (ie. kata tiv mpobecw Ths Yapitos ToD 
Geod, after the analogy of 2 Tim. i. 9). The intention clearly was 
to make the antithesis more complete (7 épyafopeva.. . Noyiterat 
...KaTa Oheidnpa, TO OC... MicTEVovTL ... NoyiFeTaL... KATA 
tiv Tpolecw THIS XapLTOS Tod Geov). But we do not need this 
addition, because for the apostle, as the connection shows, the 
imputation of faith as righteousness is of itself identical with the 
imputation of righteousness by grace. For him, faith is always. 

in the act of justification the opposite of works and the correlative 

notion to grace (xi. 6). Hence with good reason the evangelical 
church has explained the expression: “faith is reckoned as 
righteousness,” seeing that this is done by grace for the sake of 
Christ’s righteousness, as equivalent to the proposition: “Christ's 
righteousness is reckoned to the believer as righteousness.” “ Et 
sane res eodem reeidit, si orthodoxe explicetur,’ observes Calov, 
“sive dicamus, jidem imputari in justitiam, seu Christum fide 
apprehensum: quia fides nihil aliud est, quam apprehensio Christi 
et justitiae ejus; quid ergo diversi est, Christi apprehensionem 
nobis imputari, et Christum apprehensum imputari nobis?” 
The application of the general principle of vv. 4, 5 to the case of 
Abraham follows naturally. If Abraham’s faith was reckoned to 
him as righteousness (ver. 3), then was he one that dealt not in 
works, else he would have received the reward of righteousness 
as a debt due to him. But he was one that believed in Him 
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who justifies the ungodly, one therefore who was justified ywpis 
épyov. 

Vv. 6-8. Confirmation of the contents of ver. 5 by the testi- 
mony of David. “ Perapposite,” says Bengel, “post Abrahamum 
introducitur David: quia uterque in Messiae progenitoribus pro- 
missionem suscepit et propagavit. Mosi nulla directa promissio 
data est de Messia ; quia hic ei opponitur, neque ex Mosis stem- 
mate prognatus est.” By its very form (xa@dzep), the testimony 
and therefore also the example of David is alleged merely as a 
subordinate confirmation of the doctrine of justification which has 
been established by the case of Abraham. Still it contributes of 
itself a new, independent evidence of that doctrine. And, in 
fact, the appeal to David next to that to Abraham was peculiarly 
apposite, because Christ was and was called a Son of David, and 
to David, next to Abraham, the most definite promise of the 

Messiah had been given. Besides, Abraham lived before, but 
David after the giving of the law. xaOdzep Kai] sicuti etiam, even 
asvaiso, 2 Corsi, 4 ;°1 Thess. 11.6; 12, iv5 3° Heb. iv. 2; v. 4. 

—Réyes Tov pakapiopov] declares the felicitation, simply a 
more select phrase for waxapifer. paxapiopos is not convertible 
with paxapia. It means not: David declares the blessedness 
that a man possesses, etc., but: David expresses the felicitation 
of the man, etc., z.c. he pronounces the man blessed. 
—@ 0 Oeds royieras Sixatoctyvnvy] We must not, with the 

older Protestant exegetes, supply Xpictod, by which course we 
should get the doctrine of the justitia Christi imputata in a 
directly scriptural expression. But the correctness of this 
Protestant doctrine follows by natural consequence from the 
Pauline order of thought. That God imputes or accounts to the 
believer a righteousness which of himself he possesses not, takes 
place, if at least God is not to be guilty of unrighteous or 
arbitrary conduct, precisely upon the ground of the existent 
righteousness of Christ, which as a substitutory righteousness, 
made ours by faith, is imputed to us. But the fact that in the 
present passage the terminus technicus, met with elsewhere, 

dexatody is interchanged with Aoyifec Oar Sixacocvvny, furnishes a 
new proof that justification consists not in actually making man 
righteous, but in an actus forensis pronouncing him righteous. 

—xwpis épywv] to be joined with Aoyiferas. In the passage of 
the Psalms quoted (taken from Ps. xxxii. 1, 2, literally after the 
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LXX.) épya are not positively excluded, but inasmuch as there 
justification is defined as consisting in forgiveness of sins, it is 
self-evident that in it works do not come into consideration; for 
forgiveness of sins forms the very opposite of merit of works. 
Further, the psalm does not speak expressly of justification ; 
but inasmuch as paxapia, like cwrnpia, only exists as the con- 
sequence of the Sucavocvvyn Oeod, if the former must be placed in 

aberis THY apwapti@v, so also must the latter. 
—érexanvgpOncay ai dwaptiar] Heb. 80M D2 (from 753), God 

so covers sin that it no more comes to light, z.c. He consigns it to 
oblivion, He pardons, remits it. Augustine on Ps. 1 1: “Si 
texit Deus peccata, noluit animadvertere, si noluit animadvertere, 

noluit punire.” 
—ov pn Royicntat] The intensive od pu (of what will or 

should nowise take place) is construed in the N. T. only, and 
indeed most usually, with the conjunct. aorist, or with the indic. 
futur.; in the classics also with the conjunct. praesentis. The 
rule of Herrmann, that the conjunct. aorist stands in re incerti 

temporis, in the N. T. at least finds no support. The present 
passage might indeed be explained in harmony with it, but not 
eg. 1 Thess. iv. 15. Comp. Winer, p. 634. ‘This passage shows 
us that dscacodv is synonymous with AoyifecPat Sixarocbyny, pn 
DoylfecOar dpaptiav, adiévar Tas avoulas, éemiKaddTTTEW TAS 
dpaptias, and that therefore the Protestant church has the full 
sanction of Scripture when it discriminates between justification 
and sanctification. 

Although now (vv. 7, 8) David in general pronounced all 
blessed whose sins are forgiven, it might still be affirmed that 
this blessedness extended only to the vepitopm, to the “Iovdaitor 
mepitpntot, to whom David himself belonged. On this account 
the apostle (ver. 9) adds the question: “O paxapicpos... 
axpoBvatiav ; by which he passes over to the second point 
which he was desirous to attest by the example of Abraham, 
namely, that it confirms not only this truth that righteousness 
comes by faith, but also that it is vouchsafed equally to Gentiles 

with Jews. 
Ver. 9. ‘O pakapicpos ody obtos, émt THY mepttouny ;| Some 

would supply wim7e. But cadere in aliquem is a Latinism 
unknown to Greek idiom. YAéyeTas, too, cannot well be supplied 
from ver. 6, comp. Heb, vii. 13. Paul asks not whether David 
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applies his felicitation only to the circumcision or also to the 
uncircumcision, but whether in and of itself it is to be applied 
only to one or also to the other? It is best, therefore, simply to 
supply éor@. The ody draws an inference from the paxapicpos, 
contained vv. 7, 8. 

—1) Kat éml tHv axpoBvotiay ;| or also. The xat intimates 
that in what precedes éml thy tepitoujy is said in exclusive 
reference to the Jews=éml tHv mepitounv povov. Some codices 
even add this povov, manifestly supplied by themselves. 
TepiToun, akpoBvotia, abst. pro concreto, li. 26, iii. 30. 

—éyomev yap xTr.| The emphasis lies on 76 “ABpadu. “ For 
we say that to Abraham his faith was accounted righteousness.” 
As he was the first to receive circumcision, it may be asked 
whether he was justified before circumcision, or only as circum- 
cised, and, further perhaps, even on account of circumcision. 

This question is answered in the following verse. If it were 
wished to lay the emphasis on éXoyicOn, we must assign to the 
word the pregnant sense, “to account by grace, without merit of 
works,” a sense that it has not of itself, comp. on ver. 4. 
Better than this would be the emphasis on 7) wriotis. If faith is 
imputed as righteousness, an imputation by grace finds place. 
The next question is, whether this takes place altogether 
independently of circumcision, or only on condition of circum- 
cision pre-existent. The latter was the contention of the 
Pharisaic Jewish Christians (Acts xv.), and of the Galatian false 
teachers. From this followed the necessity of circumcision for 
the Gentiles, if they would partake in justifying grace’ and 
eternal blessedness. Nevertheless, it seems to us more simple 

and obvious to accentuate 76 “ASpadm than to give emphatic 
prominence to 7 miotis. The position of the words is not 
decisive against our view. 

Ver. 10. was obv édoyicOn ;] sc. aitd. How, in what way ? 
not: in what condition? as if Paul had written was éyovrte or 
mwoi@ ovtt. Rather is the question as yet indefinite, and is first 
defined more exactly by the subjoined év wepitoum dvte i ev 
axpoBvotia ; 

—ovx &v mepit....axpo8.] For Abraham’s justification is 
treated of Gen. xv., but his circumcision for the first time 

Gen. xvi. The latter was only ordained by divine command 
several (at least fourteen) years after the former. 
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Ver. 11. Circumcision was not the means, but the consequence 
of justification, and the consequence, indeed, in the form of a 

confirming seal. By this representation the possible objection is 
implicitly guarded against, that according to Paul’s view circum- 
cision was altogether without use and meaning. kal onpetov 
éraBe wepitouns| The genitive is genit. appositionis, therefore = 
kal onuetov édaBev 6 éote TepiToun, the sign consisting in circum- 

cision, comp. Acts iv. 22: 1d onpeloy TodTo THs lacews; Jas.i.12: 
6 otépavos Ths Sons; Eph. vi. 17: 4 payarpa tod rvevparos. 
The reading epetounv, advocated by Bengel and Griesbach, is 
not sufficiently attested by manuscripts, and may most easily be 
explained by an error of the copyist through the adjacent 
accusatives (onuectov, sppayida). Besides, Paul must have written 
xal onpuetoy édaBe Twepitouny Kal odpparyidoa, or Kal édaPe Tept- 
Tomy onuelov Kat odpayida. The arrangement of the words 
Kal onpeiov ExaBe tepeTouhs is only chosen for rhetorical effect, 
because it is more sonorous, solemn, and musical than either 

Kal onuelov wepttowAs édhaBe or Kal éraBe onpuelov TepiTopts. 
The expression onpetov alone is not identical with onpetoy 
SvaOyens, 12 THX, Gen. xvii. 11, but signifies simply the sign 
that Abraham received in his person, by which he was distin- 
guished from the uncircumcised. The religious significance of 
this sign is first given in the words subjoined. 

—ad¢payida] forms the apposition to cnpelov trepitopis, that wt 
aright be a seal, as a seal,—a metaphorical expression for: as @ con- 
firmation, a ratification, pledge, comp. 1 Cor. ix. 2: % yap ofparyis 
THS euns atooToAHs bets eote; 2 Tim. ii. 19; John vi. 27. The 

seal subjoined confirms and ratifies the contents of a document. 

Thus accordingly circumcision, ordained by God, was to Abraham, 
so to speak, a seal affixed to the declaration of righteousness 
vouchsafed to him on the part of God. In the Targum on 
Cant. iii. 8 the seal of circumcision is spoken of: now nin ; 
as also in the formula of circumcision the words occurred : 
“ Benedictus sit, qui sanctificavit dilectum ab utero, et signum 
(mx) posuit in carne, et filios suos sigillavit (ann) signo foederis 
sancti.” The covenant which God made with Abraham, ch. xv. 

(see especially ver. 18), and which was therefore only renewed 
ch. xvii., was a covenant of grace and a promise on the part of 
God. In ch. xvii. 11 is circumcision first instituted as a sign of 

this covenant. As, then, God stood in covenant with Abraham 
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through a promise of grace, so Abraham stood in covenant with 
God through faith. The divine covenant-grace answers to the 
Abrahamic righteousness of faith. Justly, therefore, might the 
apostle describe circumcision, which, according to the O. T. text, 
Was a covenant-sign, as withal a seal of the righteousness of faith. 

—rhs Sixaroctvns ths wictews| the righteousness of faith, the 
righteousness of which faith was the medium, which had its 
eround in faith. 

—tThs év Th axpoBvotia] sc. cxeGelons. It seems natural to 

bind together dccatocdvns Tis TicTews as one notion : the righteous- 
ness-of-faith, and then to refer ths év Th axpoBvatia to the 
complete notion: the righteousness-of-faith which he had attained 
in uncireumeision. But in the first place, for the sake of per- 
spicuity, Paul must then have written: ofpayida tis é« mictews 
Sixatocvvns THs KTA. Again, the subjoined muctevovtwy Ov aKpo- 
Buotias, ver. 11, ris év TH axpoBvatia mictews, ver. 12, shows 
that in the present verse the emphasis lies on THs miotews, not 
on THs Oikatoovvys. Otherwise the apostle would have written, 

ver. 11: efs TO elvas adtov Tatépa TavTov Tov TicTer StKaLo- 
Oévtwv, not: Tavtov Tov TLcTEevoVTa@Y. Tis ev TH axpoBvartia 
is therefore to be joined with tis mwictews, not with THs d:xavo- 
ovvns. “ And he received the sign of circumcision as a seal of the 
righteousness of the faith which he had in uncircumcision.” The 
apostle here takes circumcision simply as a seal of the covenant 
and of grace. Its other meaning, as a symbol of inward circum- 
cision of heart (according to Philo, a cvpBorov tis TdV dovav 
éxtouns), he does not here bring into view. But in point of fact, 
the sanctification of believers is itself a seal of their righteousness 
of faith already present. Without justification by faith there is 
no new life. The new life, therefore, bears witness to the presence 

of justification, to which, accordingly, it serves as a seal. More- 
over, if circumcision is a odparyis of the ducacoovvys TicTews, it is 

self-evident that since in the N. T., in baptism, a new onpeitov 

odpaytotixov is instituted, circumcision is abolished, Col. ii. 11, 

12. -“ Caeterum,” says Calvin, “quod in Abrahae persona cir- 
cumcisio posterior justitia fuit, non semper in sacramentis locum 
habet : sicut apparet in Isaac et posteris: sed Deus semel edere 
tale ab imitio specimen voluit, ne quis externis rebus salutem 
affigeret,” as to which certainly the opposite, spiritualistic extreme 
must be just as decidedly rejected. This passage is of importance 

Paixippl, Rom. I. M 
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in determining the notion of sacrament, inasmuch as according to 
it the sacramental sign stands out in antithesis, both to the opus 
operatum and the mere nota professionis, as a seal of the divine 

promise of grace which can only be embraced by faith. It is, in 
Augustine’s phrase, verbum visibile, a visible pledge of grace. 

—eis TO elvar avTov KxTr.| by some expositors is taken é«Bartu- 
KOS=Kal oUTws éyévero maTHp. But it is more forcible and — 

more accordant with the biblical mode of conception to take it 
Tertkas : that he might be, etc. Theodoret already well says: 
0 yap TOV Owv Oeds Tmpoctdas ws Oeds, ws Eva Nadv €& COvdv Kal 
*Tovéaiwov aOpoice, kal dia rictews adtots tiv cwtnplav mapéEcs, 
éy TO Tatpidpyyn ABpaap audotepa tpodiéyparpe. 

—ratépa Tavtav Tav Tiot. 5’ axpoBvaTias] It is, of course, 
the spiritual fatherhood of Abraham that is here alluded to. 
There exists a great family of believers, at the head of which 
stands Abraham, the father of faith. Abraham is founder and 
head of this family, and as such father of believers. Of the 
spiritual interpretation of Abraham’s fatherhood the Lord had 
already set the example, John viii. 37, 39; comp. Matt. iii. 9 ; 
Luke iii. 8. As matter of fact, Abraham’s righteousness of faith, 
present already before circumcision, and only confirmed and sealed 
by circumcision, was a strong testimony to the universality of 
divine grace, bound to no external conditions. The national 
limitation of God’s kingdom, that came in later, bound to natural 
descent and an external cultus, was not, even during the time of 
its continuance, an absolute one, as is proved by the believing 
Gentiles who acknowledged the God of Israel, while prophecy 
expressly anticipated a time when all limits should be done away. 
—6. axpoBvotias, in, with uncirewmeision, li. 27: dua ypap- 

patos Kal TrepLTomips. 
—eis TO AoyicOvat KTAr.] illustrates parenthetically the pre- 

ceding words: e’s 70 elvat avtov watépa «7A. Abraham was 
to be father of all believers from among the Gentiles, ze. to 
believers also from among the Gentiles was righteousness to be 
imputed. 

—kxai avrots] as to Abraham himself. The xaé, altogether in 
keeping with the strain of thought, which Lachmann on the 
evidence of some critical authorities erased, merely dropped out 
through a mistake of the eye of the copyist (occasioned by the 
vat in the preceding Aoyo Ova). 
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—tHv Sixatocvvnv] which was already spoken of, namely, the 
Sixatocvvn tictews. Hence the article. 

Ver. 12. Abraham is spiritual father, not only of believing 
Gentiles, but also of the Jews, provided that as his genuine 
children they resemble him not merely in circumcision, but also 
in faith. Already in the O. T. the distinction is drawn between 
the circumcised merely outwardly, in body, and the circumcised 
spiritually, in heart, Deut. x. 16, xxx. 6; Jer.iv. 4. «al ratépa 
mepetouns| looks back to eis 7d edvas adrov, ver. 11: Kab (eis To 
elvat avTov) watépa tepitowhs. That the Jews may not under- 
stand this in a carnal sense, Paul at once adds, as a necessary 

qualification and illustrative definition : tots ovK KT). 
—GAnra Kal Tois oTovyovor KTA.| Dativ. commod.: “to those 

who,” etc. We should have expected the apostle to continue in 
the genitive: xal jatépa TwepiTouhs TOV ovK KTA. ANAA Kal TAY 
oTovyovvT@y KTX., or rather: Kal maTépa TepiTouhs, TovTéaTs (or 
éyw O€) TOY ovx KTA. However, we also say: edus Twe TaTyp, 
comp. Rev. xxi. 7: kal écopuat atT@ Peds, kal adtos Etat pot veOs ; 
Luke vii. 12: vids pwovoyevis 7H pntpl adtod. The transition to 
the more pointed dative (“I am a father ¢o thee,’ more direct 
than “I am thy father”) cannot therefore be considered strange. 

—tois ovk éx TepiTous povov] like the unbelieving Jews, to 

whom Abraham was not father in the Pauline sense, 2.e. not a 

spiritual father in faith. As to the phrase oi é« mepitopis, see 
on i. 8. 

—adnra kai Trois otovxodau Tols ixvect KTN.] The expression 
is not to be illustrated by comparison with Gal. v. 25 : mvevparte 
atouxeiv, or Acts ix. 31: mopeverOar TH Po8w@ Tod Kupiov, or 

Phil. iii, 16: 7 adtTo crovyeiy Kavom, in which examples the 
dative is to be regarded as the dative of the norm, and the 
metaphor lies only in the word otovyety (to walk = to live), 
comp. Acts xxi. 24. Rather in the formula: tots tyveot twos 
otoyely or Paivewv, the dative retains its original, local signifi- 

cation, and replies to the question: Where? “To walk in the 
footsteps of some one.” In this formula also not merely the 
word o7ovxetv, but the whole phrase is metaphorical =“ to imitate 
some one.” The phrase: “walk in the footsteps of the faith 
that Abraham had in uncireumcision,” instead of: “imitate the 

faith that Abraham had in uncircumcision,’ is not without a 

touch of poetic grace. If, now, we look at the grammatical con- 
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struction of the sentence, it appears as if ot ov« é€« TepiTouns 
povov must be different from of ctovyotvtes xtr.; for were they 
the same, we should have expected, not tots atovyovor, but otor- 

xovor without the article: xal matépa repitouijs, Tols ovK €éx 
TeplTouhs Movov, GANA Kal oToLXodaer Tots tyveor Ths ev TH aKpo- 
Bvotia rictews Tod Tatpos juev "APpady. On this account the 

Peshito, Vulgata, Theodoret early referred tots ov« €« mepiTouns 
povor, sc. ovat, to the Jews, GdAa Kal Tois oTOLyovaL KTH. to the 
Gentiles. “That he might be a father of the circumcised, not 
only of the circumcised (the Jews), but also of those who walk 
in the footsteps of the faith of uncircumcised Abraham.” So, 
too, Luther. But, in the first place, it could not then have run: 

Tois ovK ex TepiTouhs povov, but must have run: ov Tols &x 
meptTouns wovov, Which some unimportant manuscripts even read, 

clearly as a correction merely. In the first case ovx« would 
negative é« mepiTouAs povoy eivat, in the second case warépa 
etvat. To suppose, with some expositors, that Paul has written 
tots ovx for ov Tots, would be to suppose an inversion as unin- 
telligible as it is unexampled in harshness. Further still, it is 
altogether inconceivable that Paul should have repeated once 
more the proposition already laid down ver. 11, that Paul is the 
father of believing Gentiles, and done this, moreover, in an unlikely 

form; for instead of adda Kal Tots oTOLyodaL Tois iyvEert KTH., 
which could only serve to indicate the believing Jews, we should at 
least have expected: aAXa Kal Tos axpoBtaTos Tols oTOLyovGL 
xT. On the other hand, the requirement which, in keeping 

with the tenor of thought, we naturally expected, that the Jews 
also, if they would be Abraham’s children in truth, must possess 
faith, would have been left altogether unmentioned. Nothing, 
then, remains but to find in the words tois odx é« mepit. pov., 
GAna Kal Tois cTovyodor KTX., a description of the believing Jews. 
“That he might be a father of the circumcised, of those who are 
not only circumcised, but also follow the faith of uncircumcised 
Abraham.” Thus only does ver. 12 completely correspond with. 
ver. 11. Abraham, a father of believing Gentiles, ver. 11, and a 

father of believing Jews, ver. 12. It must accordingly be con- 
ceded that the article tois before orovyodou is repeated in error, 
on which it has been rightly observed that Paul carelessly con- 
tinues with adda xal, as if he had previously written od povoy 
toils. We may here call to mind the canon which Calvin 
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enunciates on ii, 8: “Ex aliis enim discenda est eloquentia : 
hic sub contemptibili verborum humilitate spiritualis sapientia 
quaerenda est.” But it is to be borne in mind that negligences 
of expression occur perhaps in the most practised and correct 
writers. — But of set purpose the apostle says, not: “of those 
who follow Abraham’s faith,” but : “ of those who follow Abraham’s 

faith manifested in a state of wncircwmeision,” in order thus once 

again to strip the Jews of all pride in their circumcision. 
The apostle, vv. 13-17, makes good the position that Abraham 

is father of all believers, not merely of the circumcised. The 
gist of the argument beginning with ver. 13 is found in the 
words of ver. 16: 6s éote matip TayTav jyav. But the proof 

lies in the proposition that the promise of inheritance was given 
not through the medium of the law, but purely through the 
medium of the righteousness of faith. For were only those 
under the law, ze. the circumcised, heirs of the promise, with- 

out doubt the Gentiles would be excluded, and Abraham 

would be father only of circumcised Jews, not also of believing 
Gentiles. ; 

Ver. 13. ydp] serves to make good the position that Abraham 
is father of believers, not merely of the circumcised. 

—6ia vouov] not: with the law, ze. while having the law, as 
in ii. 27,iv.11. 6rd voyov also is not of itself = dra Sixacocvyns 
vouov, or ov épywy vouov, but generally: through the medium of 
the law, by means of the law, for the law in no way co-operated 
as the medium of the promise, comp. ywpls vouov, iii, 21. But 
doubtless the explanation of the word given by Grotius, sub con- 
ditione observandi legem, while of itself too narrow, may pass as a 
not inappropriate paraphrase of the sense. The voues appears 
here in correspondence with zepitouj, mentioned before, just in 
so far as from the legal standpoint circumcision was regarded as 
a sign of obligation to render a complete fulfilment of the law; 
Gal. v. 3. It is the more difficult to conceive such a condition 
of salvation imposed in circumcision in the case of Abraham, 
as the Nomos was not even as yet given to him, but was first 
given, according to Gal. iii. 17, wera érn tetpaxocwa Kal TpidKovta, 
and, if the chronology be fixed more precisely, even later still. 

—1) érayyedia] sc. éyévero. With the word ézaryyedla the 
apostle always associates the notion of the spontaneous, wncon- 
ditioned promise of grace. Comp. Gal. iii, 18: ed yap é« vopov 7 
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KAnpovopla, ovKérs €& errayyedias' TO Sé ’"ABpaap é& émaryyedias 
Kexapiatat Oo Oeds. 

—i) T6 oréppate avtod] or to his seed. In negative sentences 
the Greeks and Latins employ 7 and aut where «aé and et stand 
in affirmative sentences, comp. Matt. v. 17 with Rom. ii. 21. 
The omépya are here manifestly believers, as the spiritual children 
of Abraham, ver. 16. In the O. T., to Abraham and his natural 

posterity was first of all promised the earthly possession, as an 
inheritance, of the land of Canaan. But in different ways the 
apostle arrives at the spiritual interpretation of this promise. In 
the first place, the history of Isaac’s birth is for him, in accord- 
ance with the typical character of the entire O. T. history, an 
Allegorumenon, Rom. ix. 7-9; Gal. iv. 22-31. Isaac, the seed 
of Abraham, to whom the inheritance was made sure, was the son 

of promise, the son of the free woman. Ishmael, on the contrary, 

was the son of the bondmaid, born in the way of nature. The 
former prefigures the church of believers who are freed from the 
curse of the law, begotten spiritually through God’s promise of 
erace. The latter prefigures the community of those that live 
after the flesh, that are busy in carnal works of the law, and are 
under legal bondage. Only the first are heirs of the spiritual 
Canaan, of Cw aidvios, of S0€a érovpdvios. In this conception 
he is justified by the fact, that through Abraham’s seed all races 
of the earth were to be blessed. But according to the Prot- 
evangelium, as well as according to the entire tenor of O. T. 
prophecy, this seed was none other than Christ, the promised 
Seed of the woman, the true Israel (Isa. xlix. 3), He in whom the 

Israelitish nation reached its flower, its consummation, and the 

complement of its destiny. If Christ is the true Seed of Abraham, 
in whom every lower émayyed/a, given to Israel cata odpxa, is 
elevated into a higher, heavenly promise, then are all believers 
who are in Christ, as such, both from among Jews and Gentiles, 

both in the period before and in that after Christ, Abraham’s 
true seed and heirs with Christ of eternal life, Gal. iii. 16, 29; 

Rom. vill. 17. Finally, the apostle refers the promise given to 
Abraham, Gen. xii. 3, that in him all nations were to be blessed, 

to the blessing of righteousness and the gift of the Spirit promised 
to believers, Gal. iii. 6-9, 14. Being blessed through faith they 

are blessed in Abraham, we. like Abraham the father of faith, as 

whose spiritual children believers are regarded. Just as he as 
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natural father stands at the head of the natural Israel, so as 

spiritual father is he at the head of the spiritual Israel, who, so 

to speak, are born from his spirit of faith, because upon them the 
spirit of Abraham’s faith rests, because they tread in the footsteps 
of his faith. By this last conception Paul in this passage also 
obtains the notion of the spiritual o7épya of Abraham, as vv. 11, 
12, 16,°:17, 18 show. But this coincides with the first con- 

ception, and with this derives its truth and validity from the 
mediatory interpretation. Because Christ is Abraham’s o7répua, 
believers in Christ also are Abraham’s ozépua, who, like Isaac, 

are born through promise, and walk in the footsteps of Abraham, 
their father in the faith. 

—10 KAnpovomov avtov eivas [Tod] Kocpov] forms an epexegesis 

or a sort of apposition to 1) émayyedia (Winer, p. 663), and is not 
in reality different from @ote eivat avtov xkTr. The infin. praes. 
etvat does not stand for the infin. fut. érec@as, for by the promise 
Abraham 7s already established in the inheritance of the world. 
By avrov Abraham is made to stand alone as the chief subject. 
He appears as the representative of his omépua,-so that the 
promise given to him refers just as much to the omépya. The 
article tod is wanting before xoowov in the best manuscript 
authorities, and must therefore be expunged. The reason of its 
absence may be, that the word xcdcpos denotes an object the only 
one of its kind, and therefore is self-defined. It is always absent 
also in the phrases : aro KataBoNis Koopou, mpd KaTaBoArs KooMou, 
am’ apxis Koopmov, and elsewhere frequently, v. 13; Gal. vi. 14; 
Winer, p. 147. By xoopos, the object of the xAnpovopuia, if we 
decline to have recourse to arbitrary explanations, may simply be 
understood “all the world.” But xdcpos is here the glorified 
world, the new heaven and new earth, 2 Pet. iii. 13, the xricts 

delivered from patadtns and dOopd, Rom. viii. 18 ff. To 
Abraham and his natural seed the earthly Canaan was promised 
(Gen. xii. 7, xiii, 14,15, xv. 18, xvii. 8; comp. xxvi. 3; Ex. 

vi. 4). Just, then, as the apostle takes the natural seed merely as 
the type of the spiritual seed, the owépywa of which he speaks 
here being, as we have seen, Abraham’s children in faith from 
among Gentiles and Jews, it follows that the earthly Canaan, the 
possession of "Icpaii kata ocdpka, may be regarded as the type 
of the heavenly Canaan which was to be the possession of 
*Iopanr kata rvedua, the church of believers, Just as in Christ 



184 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

the natural Israel attained its flower and consummation, so also 

in this true Israel the earthly Canaan is elevated into the 
heavenly Canaan, i.e. the eternal happiness, whose possession 
Christ has procured. But this heavenly, invisible inheritance 
comes forth in visible manifestation, and reaches completeness in 
the new heaven and new earth for which we look in the «koopos 
kawvos. That xocpos is not’ the world in its present earthly form, 

is proved also by Rom. viii. 17: e¢ dé téxva Kal KAnpovomot, 
KAnpovopmot per Oeod, cvyKAnpovouos dé Xpictod. Comp. Heb. 
xi. 8-16, from which we learn that the oépya of Abraham, the 

community of believers, has still to look for a heavenly inheritance, 
ic. the KAnpovouia Xpictod. As here the glorified world, so 
elsewhere the glorified earth is promised to believers as a future 
possession, comp. Matt. v. 5: paxdpios ot mpacis’ OTe adroit 
KANpovouncover THY yhv, and again, Ps. xxxvil. 11: OM 
PINWN ; ver, 29: MOY Tye WEVA PINTWNY OPS (Matt. xix. 28 ; 
Luke xxii. 30); Rev. v.10. Even in the O. T. the Messiah Him- 
self is presented as the Ruler of the ends of the earth, Ps. ui. 8, 

xxi. 8 ff. But in the present passage the comprehensive ex- 
pression xdcyos is not to be confined merely to the sphere of the 
earth [Koppe, Kollner, Maier], still less are we to think of 
Messianic blessedness in general, present or even future [Wetstein, 
Flatt]. Nor, finally, can the apostle, in allusion to Gen. xii. 3, 
xvii. 18, xxii. 18, which passages already the old Greek ex- 
positors, Chrysost., Theodor., Theophyl., make the basis of their 
exposition, understand by «Anpovoyla Kdcpov the reception of all 
nations into the theocracy [Beza, Estius], inasmuch as these very 
nations themselves are the o7épya to which this «dnpovopia is 
promised. Comp. also Mechilta in Jalkut Sim. I. f. 69, 3: “hoe 
planum est, Abrahamum neque hunc mundum neque futurum 

haereditate consequi potuisse, nisi per fidem, qua credidit, q. d. Gen. 
xv. 6.” Tanchuma, p. 165, 1: “Abrahamo patri meo Deus 

possidendum dedit coelwm et terram.” In the O. T. the land of 
Canaan is described as xAnpovoula, mony, Deut. iv. 21; but in the 

N. T. the term is applied not to the earthly, but the heavenly 

Canaan only. 
—arra Sia Stxatoctvns miatews] Certainly the promise was 

given to Abraham before the declaration of his righteousness 
through faith, Gen. xii, xiii But he was already actually 

righteous through faith before the declaration recorded in xy. 6, 
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and the promise was also renewed to him after that declaration, 
fave 18; xvii. 8. 

Vv. 14,15. The proof of this assertion, that to Abraham and 
his seed the promise of the inheritance was mediated through the 
righteousness of faith, not through the law, the apostle deduces 
from the impossibility of the opposite, which impossibility is 
grounded on the nature of the law, or rather on its relation to 
man’s sinful nature. After this he reverts, ver. 16, to the asser- 

tion advanced ver. 13, and demonstrated vv. 14, 15. The nature 

of the proof, therefore, here is dogmatic, whereas in Gal. iii. 15-18 
he pursues the historical mode of argument, showing that, since 
the law was first given 430 years after Abraham received the 
promise, the fulfilment of the promise cannot be dependent on 
fulfilment of the law. of é« vouovu] sc. dvtes, ii. 8,iv. 12. These 
are not such as fulfil the law, of wountal tod vopmov, ii. 13, nor 

such as are occupied with works of the law, place their trust in 
the law, of épyafouevos, iv. 4, but such as have, possess the law, 

belong to the law, ver. 16. But, of course, the cAnpovowla is only 
denied to them in so far as they have only the vouos, not wriotis 
as well; for ver. 16 intimates that even of é« vomov, in so far as 
they are morevovTes only, are partakers in the éxrayyedia. There- 
fore, in accordance with the sense, we might supply a povoy not 
so well to cAnpovopos as to of éx vowov. Those meant are such 
as belong to the law simply. Those belonging to the law, as such, 
attain not the inheritance, ver. 16. The vowos here is, of course, 

the Mosaic law; but the proposition holds good in a still higher 
degree of the moral law in general. 

—«Anpovopot] sc. eto. 
—xexévoatas 1) Tiatis] Tertium enim non datur. Either the 

vouos or miatts, 1.¢. the xdpus Oeod of which wéaris lays hold, is the 
medium of the «Aypovouia. If, then, power to confer happiness 
resides in the law, faith has lost its power, Gal. iii. 21, 22. 

kexévoTar=is made or become void, idle, useless, powerless (not 

different from «ev é€orw as the result of xexévwtas); Kevov Kal 
axpeiov mpayya evpioxetat, Theophyl, 1 Cor. i. 17, ix. 15; 
2 Cor. ix. 3; Phil. ii. 7. We must not supply adrod to wictis, 
ic. tod "APBpadu, for the proposition is general. 

—kai KaTijpyntat 7 émayyedia] and the promise is abrogated, 
annulled, iii. 3, 31, vi. 6, 1 Cor. xv. 26, no longer finds place. 
The reason of this assertion, consisting in the fact that it is the 
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distinctive property of the law to work épy7, the opposite of 
kAnpovoyia, is given in the subjoined ver. 15. 

—06 yap vopmos dpyiv Kkatepydterat] whereby, therefore, yapes 
and the éwayyedia are precluded. This exclusion of grace and 
the promise Luther has indicated by the particula exclusiva 
“ only,” translating : “ seeing that the law produces only wrath.” 
But opy} cannot be understood of man’s wrath against the 

divine judgment, as Melanchthon explains: “Hos terrores con- 
scientiae vocat iram, in quibus videlicet conscientia irascitur 
judicio Dei, fugit et odit judicium Dei.” Placed in contrast with ~ 
objective yapis and émayyedia, opyyj also must denote something 
objective. Elsewhere, indeed, éy@pa is ascribed to guilty man 
in relation to God, viii. 7 (Eph. ii. 15), Jas. iv. 4, but never 
épyn. This is predicated only of God, i. 18, ii. 5, 8, iii. 5, v. 9, 

1%, 2 2's | Kphvds 3, Ve 6 jocks Bhess, be 10 sak 16,;: vo 9 xeteaaae 

just as little can dpy7 denote man’s consciousness of the divine 
wrath (Miller, Zhe Christian Doctrine of Sin, vol. I. p. 105) ; for 
opyn is wrath, not: consciousness of wrath. Therefore dpyy here 
is nothing but the dpy) Geod in its objective reality. The cause 
of the law working wrath, the degree, is stated in the next words. 

—od yap ovx ott vomos, oddé tapdBacws] The law works 
wrath on this account, that its nature is so related to sinful 

human nature, that, wherever it appears, it necessarily leads to 
transgression. This proposition is put negatively by the apostle 
in the words: for where the law is not, there also is no 

transgression.' From this it does not seem logically to follow 
that where the law is transgression always is, but only that, as 
often as transgression is found, it is brought about by the law. 
But yet, as matter of fact, the former consequence follows of 
necessity. duaptia being already present in the nature of man, 
it follows that the vouos invariably heightens it into tapaBaars. 
To the apostle, mapdBacis is always the transgression of a 
positive divine command, v. 14, 1 Tim. ii. 14, or of the positive 

law given by God through Moses, ii. 23; Gal. 11 19; comp. 
Heb. ii. 2, ix. 15. The same is true of wapaBdrns, ii. 25, 27; 
Gal. i, 18; comp. Jas. ii. 9, 11; and of mapaBatverv, Matt. 

1 “ Paul, however, expresses himself negatively, because in his mind the negative 
thought that the fulfilment of the promise is not dependent on the law still pre- 
ponderates ; and he will not enter into closer analysis of the positive side of it— 
viz. that faith is the condition—until the sequel, ver. 16 ff.,” Meyer. 
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xy. 2, 3; 2 John 9. (In addition, only Acts i. 25 im an 
intransitive sense.) It follows directly from this that the 
absence of the article before vomos does not justify us in extend- 
ing the notion of this word to every legal norm in general. To 
the Gentiles, indeed, wapamtépara are ascribed, Eph. i. 7, ii. 1, 

Col. ii. 13, but never mwapaBdces vowov. How the law enhances 

dpaptia into tapaBacts, Rom. vii. 7-13 describes. Hence the 
vomos is even called, 1 Cor. xv. 56, 7 dvvayis tis damaptias. 

According to Rom. v.. 20, it intervened ta mdeovacn 0 
Tapamtoua. According to Gal. ili, 19, it was given tov 
TapaBdcewy xdpw. Rightly Augustine: “Sine lege potest esse 
quis iniguus sed non pracvaricator.” The law then, working 
transgression, works also wrath and punishment. But thereby 
it is not affirmed that dpyy7 falls only on the wapdéBacw vopov. 
On the contrary, i. 18, Paul speaks expressly of an dmoxdduis 
opyys that falls even on the Gentiles; and this justly, for even 
they have a knowledge of God and of the moral law, i. 21, 32, 

ii, 14, 15, against which they sin, so that their dyvola, Acts 

xvii. 30, may always be regarded as nothing but a relative one. 
But yet, apart from this natural consciousness of religion and 
morality, the dpy7 @eod rests upon the human race on account of 
the sinful principle innate within it, Eph. ii. 3, comp. Ps. li. 7, 
John iii. 6, on account of which, to all without exception, there- 

fore inclusive of unconscious. children, death is decreed, Rom. 

v. 12, 14. Hence dpapria ot« édroyettar pay SvTos vopou, 
ver. 13, is to be taken only relatively, in so far as by the vopos 
the guilt of dwaptia is aggravated. So already the scholion in 
Matthéi: @ote ob kata TO avto pétpov ev Kpioe AoyifeTar 7 
dpaptia vojov mi Ketmévov ws vouov Keyuévov. The same holds 
good of the assertion: 0 vomuos dpynv Katepyaterar. The law 
works wrath by enhancing it, since every enhancement is at the 
same time a new production of the object already in existence. 
Frequently in Scripture an absolute assertion, by the side of 
another assertion placed in opposition to it, is to be reduced 
to a relative degree. Comp. eg. John ii. 11 with vu. 39, 
Compared with the wrath that falls on transgression of the law, 
the wrath that lies heavy on original sin is to be regarded as no 
wrath at all. Thus the divine édpy7j, and the xddAaows annexed 
thereto, has its differences of degree. It rests upon’ the uncon- 
scious sinfulness of Adamitic human nature. It is aggravated by 
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the fact of sin against the natural perception of God and law 
of conscience once aroused into activity, however variously dis- 
guised. It reaches its highest point when sin is developed as 
transgression of the law of God revealed from without, and at 
the same time revealed by the Spirit within in its purity and 
binding force. — Some good manuscripts and other authorities 
read ov 6é for ot ydp. Lachmann has received the former 
reading. It seems that some copyists found it easier to under- 
stand the negative proposition as opposed to the former one than 
as a statement of the reason, and accordingly changed yap into 
5é. But even if of dé were the original reading, dé might have the 
power of the connective particle, and even thus the proposition serve 
as illustrative of the preceding. Comp. Hermann, ad Viger. p. 845, 
and the example there quoted from Homer’s J/iad, xiv. 416: 

Tov & ovmep exer Opacos, ds Kev iOnTat, 
eyyds ev’ yaderrds b& Atos weyadovo KEpavvos : 

timet, qui prope videt fulmen immitti: grave autem Jovis fulmen 

est. 

Ver. 16 draws an inference from vv. 14, 15. dua todto éx« 
mictews| Luther: “therefore righteousness must come from 
faith.” But we should supply from the foregoing, not 7 
duxatoovyvn éotiv, but either—inasmuch as the verse reverts to 

ver. 13, whose purport has been verified by vv. 14, 15— 
érrayyenia eyévero, or—which is more natural on account of the 
interpolatory ver. 14, and on account of the opposition between 
éx mlatews, ver. 16, and é« voyuov, ver. 14—xAnpovopia yivetat, 
or still more precisely: of kAnpovopor eioiv. The order of thought 
of vv. 13-16 is therefore briefly the following: “The promise of 
inheritance comes not by the law, but by faith” (Zertwum enim 
non datur), ver. 13; for the law works only wrath, and thus 

cannot be the medium of the inheritance; hence the inheritance 

comes through faith, ver. 16. 
—iva kata xapwv] sc. 7 or @ow, according as to the foregoing 

we supply KAnpovopia yivetas or KAnpovomor eioly. iva indicates 
the divine purpose. Kata ydpw, by virtue of grace, by way of 
favour = Swpedv, iii, 24, forms a contrast to cata ofetAnpua, as 
miotts does to épya vouov. yapis, érayyedia, wiots are mutually 
related and hang together, as do épya véuou and odetAnua. What 
is imparted to faith is imparted of grace, because faith has nothing 
in it of merit, but is simply the instrument apprehending grace, 
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which it in no way supplements or completes. The correspondence 
or identity of é« wictews and cata yap demonstrates the accuracy 
of the Protestant thesis: that we are justified per jidem, not 

propter fidem. 
—eis 70 elvat BeBaiay tiv érayyediav| is not to be taken as 

a sentence expressive of consequence, but of purpose, therefore 

not: so that, etc., but: in order that the promise might hold 

good. The sentence supplies the antithesis of kxatypyntar 4 
émayyenia, ver. 14. It was part of the divine intention to give 
certainty to the promise by making it depend entirely on grace. If 

fulfilment of the law is the condition of obtaining the inheritance, 
the promise of inheritance is uncertain, or rather falls to the 
ground, because the law only works wrath. But if the inheritance 
is the gift of free grace, the promise stands firm, just because it 
depends on no condition to be fulfilled on man’s part. “Hine 
etiam colligere promptum est,’ says Calvin, “gratiam non pro 
dono regenerationis, ut quidam imaginantur, sed pro gratuito 
favore sumi: quia ut regeneratlo nunquam perfecta est, ad 
placandas animas nunquam sufficeret, nec per se ratam faceret 
promissionem.”  Withal, this passage furnishes a powerful areu- 
ment in opposition to the scholastic doctrine of conjectura moralis. 
If the promise of inheritance by grace stands firm, then the cer- 
tainty of the inheritance through faith must stand firm ; whereas, 
in case the inheritance of salvation is made dependent at all on 
works, even though the works of the regenerate, through the im- 
perfection of these works doubt must necessarily take the place 
of certainty, or, at most, only a conjectural, not an absolute 

certainty of salvation can be enjoyed. 
—TravTi T@ oTéppate] = Tavtl TS Tuo TevorTL, comp. vv. 11,12. 
—ov T® €k TOD vouov povoy] sc. omépuate. Therefore not 

=not only to the circwmeised Jews, for these do not merely as 
such belong to the ovépya "ABpadp in the Pauline sense of the 
word, but = not only to the seed, ie. to believers from among the 
circumcised Jews. ot é« voguov are therefore here simply = ol 

*Tovdaior, elsewhere ot é« mepitowas. But since ver. 13, vomos 
has taken the place of vreputoun. 

—<d)ra Kat 76 €x Tistews "ABpadu] ic. also to believing 
Gentiles. 1d é€« vouov oméppa is also é« mictews “ABpadp. - 
Wherefore from the contrast a ywpls vouov or pdvoy is spon- 
taneously supplied, in accordance with the meaning, to TO éx 



190 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

mictews omepwatt. “Not only to the seed that possesses the law, 
but also to the seed that is of the faith of Abraham, 7c. without 

possessing the law, i.e. that is only of the faith of Abraham” 
—és éoTt TatTip TavTav Huav| sc. Tév TicTevovTav, Who is 
father of us all, ze. of all believers, as well from among the 

Gentiles as the Jews. Thus the apostle herewith reverts to vv. 
11, 12, and concludes the second part of his affirmation. The 

first consisted in the proposition: Abraham was justified through , 
faith, not through works; the second in the proposition: Abra- 
ham is a father of all believers, just as much of those from among 
the Gentiles as of those from among the Jews. This latter 
proposition he has established in a twofold manner: (1) Abraham 
was righteous through faith before he received circumcision ; 
therefore faith does it, not circumcision. (2) To Abraham sal- 
vation was promised, not on condition of fulfilling the law, but 
on account of his faith; therefore grace does it, not the law. But 
if neither circumcision nor the law does it, but only faith, 

Abraham is a father, not only of the Jews (his natural posterity ; 
therefore also natural descent does it not), but a father of all be- 
lievers, not less of those from among the Gentiles than of those 
from among the Jews. 

Ver. 17. First of all, the universal spiritual fatherhood of 
Abraham is confirmed by a scriptural testimony, and then its 
guarantee and dignity are emphasized. xafws yéypamtas] Gen. 
xvii. 5. 

—ét. tatépa moAdkav eOvdv Téeixd ce] literally after the 
LXX. In the original the 67 gives a reason for the change, 
immediately preceding, of the name ’A@pdm (high father) into 
"ABpadp (father of a multitude). In harmony with this, 67 in 
this passage serves to indicate the proof of és éot. Tatip TavTav 
nuov. The apostle here also keeps to the spiritual meaning. 
Abraham is a father of many nations, ze. of the great host of 
believers from among Jews and Gentiles. od kata qvovxipy 
cuyyéverav, says Chrysostom, dda Kat’ oixelwow TloTews .. . 
6 yap TUmos THS éxelvou TicTews TavTas Huas vios ToLEel TOD 
"ABpadu. With réOexa oé, I have set thee, ve. I have made 

thee, appointed thee, comp. Heb. i. 2: dv @nxe xdnpovopov 
TAVTOV. 

—xatévavts ov ériotevoe Oeod] Several greatly interpolated 
codices, several versions and Fathers read éwicrevoas, which wrong 
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reading Luther follows, translating: “before God whom thou 
believedst.” The correction émrlotevoas arose probably from the 
difficulty, little regarded by expositors, of connecting xatévavtu ob 
érlatevoe Oeod with 65 éote watnp TavTwv Huav; for, since 
Abraham is at present actually father of us all, he is this no 
longer merely, as during his life, catévavts Ocod. (Then it must 
have been said, Abraham is realized at present, as if he, just as in 

that sacred moment of history, were standing as father of us all 
before God’s face. But manifestly Paul was not yet thinking of 
such realization when he wrote és éote waTyp TavTaV Huor, 
ver. 16. This could only have occurred as the sequel of the 
quotation, ver. 17.) Accordingly, catévayte 0b . . . Oeod is not 
to be directly coupled with és éots matyp 7m. Hy., but with a 
phrasé to be taken out of 674 tatépa Todd@v Ovav TéeiKa ce: 
“and as such he was appointed,” or: “and thus he stood there 
as father of us all.” But on this account Kafas . . . ce ought 
not, as is commonly done, to be enclosed in brackets. Already 
has Bengel felt the necessity of the mode of connection given, 
when he says: Constructio, téOevxa oe, katévavtt . . . Oeod, 
similis est ili: va eidire, dpov, Matt. ix. 6, conf. Rom. xv. 3; 
Acts 1. 4.—xatévavts ob émiotevoe Oeod is usually resolved: 
KatévavtTt ToD Geod, & émictevce. But elsewhere the attraction 

is only found in verbs that govern the accusative. It would thus 
be altogether regular if the phrase were: katévayts ov aryamrnce 
Gcod = Karévayts Tov Oeod, dv nydrnoe. In verbs that govern the 
dative the attraction indeed is not unheard of in profane authors, 
but in the N. T. there is no unquestionable instance to confirm it, 
Winer, p. 204. Therefore a surer analysis is: xatévayte Ged, 
Katévavtt ov émictevoe, coram Deo, coram quo credidit, Winer, 

p. 206.1 xarévavte rob Oeod =Fin 2B, in God's presence. Katé- 
vavtt is always in the N. T.=coram, in conspectu, e regione, ex 
adverso, before, over against, in presence of, Matt. xxi. 2 (xxvii. 24: 

atrévavtt); Mark xi. 2, xii. 41, xiii. 3; Luke xix. 30. In the 
present passage also the simplest course is to abide by this radical 
meaning, according to which Abraham is represented as believing 
and standing as zatip wdavtwy ior in the presence of the God 
who appeared to him. No doubt with this the derivative meaning 

Lorep) dv xarnyndns Adywv, Luke i. 4, cited by Tholuck, is no adequate parallel, as 
here the analysis is not repi ray Adyar, rep dy xarngnens, but simply ray Adyar, rep) 
ay xarnxnens. 
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easily allies itself: an the judgment [Riickert, Kollner, Fritzsche, 
Maier, Umbreit], or: according to the will [Reiche, Krehl] of God, 
which latter sense would here be the more fitting, inasmuch as 
Abraham is appointed to be father of all. Still it is better to 
keep to the radical meaning of the word, a course, moreover, by 
which the language gains in realistic and vivid force. In 
ériotevoe the miotis of Abraham is again made prominent, 
in order to intimate afresh how this alone mediated the true 
spiritual and universal fatherhood of Abraham, and consequently 
is the sole and exclusive condition of genuine childhood to 
Abraham. 

—tod fworrowotvTos . . . ws dvta] contains a description of the 
divine omnipotence. But the apostle says not simply tod wavtTa 

Suvayévov: Abraham was appointed father of all believers in the 
presence of the God whom he believed, who is almighty, ze. 
because He is almighty ; so that the remembrance of God’s omni- 
potence would confirm to Abraham the promise that he should 
be a father of all believers, although as yet he discerned no sign 
of a realization which, according to sensible appearance, was 
impossible. But instead of the general tod mdvta dvvapévov, 
Paul individualizes, and, in allusion to the actual circumstances 

of Abraham, says: tod €wotrowodvTos . . . ws dvTa, 
—tod Swotrotodvtos Tovs vexpovs| Deut. xxxii. 39; 1 Sam. 

ii. 6; Wisd. Sol. xvi..13; Tob. xii. 2; John v. 21; 2 Corse 

1 Tim. vi. 13. The fact expressed is therefore to be taken as a 
standing characteristic of the divine omnipotence, and vexpod is 
neither to be referred to the spiritually dead, nor yet to be iden- 
tified with vevexpwpévos, decrepiti, ver. 19, Heb. xi. 12, so that 
the sense would be: “who to the dead (ae. the decrepid, physi- 
cally infirm, as Abraham was) restores life (2c. the power, there- 
fore, to beget children).” Rather is Cwomrovety Tobs vexpovs, as has 
been observed, a solemn formula for: to bring to life the actually 
dead. Therefore here the meaning can be nothing else. Doubt- 
less there is to be conceded an indirect allusion to the infirm 
body of Abraham, which determined the apostle to the choice of 
this particular expression. As God brings back the dead to life, 

the more easily could He restore virile strength to Abraham, 
physically infirm through old age. 

—kal Kkanodytos Ta pn) SvTa ws dvta] The following expla- 
nations of this difficult utterance must be at once dismissed: 
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(1) “ He calls into existence that which is not, as He called that 
which is.” This must have run: kal kandobdvtos Ta pn vTa, 
Kabos éxdreoe TA GvTa. (2) “He calls those not yet born, as 
He calls those born, to eternal life” [Fritzsche, Mangold]. This 
sense has no relevance to the context, perspicuity would have 
required xal eis tiv Cwiv aidviov KadXodyTos, comp. 1 Tim. vi. 12, 
and the «Ajous is addressed only in time to the actually living. 
It is merely rpoopicpds, mpoyvects, éxXoyy, which takes place in 

the eternal counsel of God before the birth of the individual. 
(3) “Who adds those not yet living to the living,” viventibus 
adjungit, so that ®s would stand in the sense of mpos, ets [Luther, 
Wolf]. But, first, this interpretation is not a natural one; and 
secondly, in this case we should have looked for the article rather 
before ovra than before px) ovta. Moreover, in this sense os 

stands only in reference to persons,’ (4) Finally, it is gram- 
matically impossible to take ws évra for efs dvTa=els TO elvas 
[Reiche, Kéllner, Tholuck, etc.], or for &s écdueva [de Wette], or 

to adduce by way of explanation the Heb. idiom 3 “5 (jn2) Dw, 
“to make one thing of the same nature as another thing,” for this 
would be reOévros or TrovotyTos, not KadodyTos. There remain, then, 
but two courses. (1) Either we may refer xadeiv to the creating 
call of God,? and take év7a as the accusative of result,’ so that 
KANODVTOS TH fu2) GVTA WS GVTA=KANODVTOS TA p71) OVTA Els TO yevéo- 
Oat avta @s dvTa= KaXodVTOS TA Un OYTAa waTE Eivat avTd, “ who 
calls those not yet living as living ones,” ¢.e. that through His call 
they issue forth as living ones, as those who live. But then it is 
hard to see why Paul did not, as in the passage quoted from Philo, 
write more simply: kal tad pu dvta KaXodvTos eis TO Elvat, OY: 
Kal €& ovK dvTwy KaXodyTOS Ta GvTa. Besides, ws is never found 
elsewhere in this form of construction. Thus, at least, we should 

have expected: xal KaXodvTos Ta pn dvTa Ovyta, as to which, 

1 Comp. Hermann, ad Viger. ed. tert. p. 853: ‘‘és pro eis ab Atticis de re 

animata dici solere animadvertunt grammatici, rarissime autem de re inanimata, ut 
as "ABvdoy,”” 

2 Comp. Isa. xxii. 12, xli. 4, xlvili. 13; 2 Kings viii. 1; Wisd. Sol. xi. 25 ; Philo, 

de creat. prince. p. 728: ra wn ovrm tncAccey cis 70 elves, 

3 Comp. Phil. iii. 21: 0; wsracynparicn: ro cima. . . cippopPov xtra. = sis 7d 

yevictar wird cimmopPov, as some codd. even read as a gloss, 1 Thess. iii. 13: eis +0 

ornpita: tay Tas xapdins auimarrous tv eyiwovvn; 1 Cor. i. 8; 2 Cor. iii. 6; 1 Thess. 

v. 23; Jude 24; Ecclus. xlv. 6; see also, as to this proleptic use of adjectiva effectus, 
Winer, p. 779. 

Puitiprr, Rom. I. N 
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moreover, the use of the participle as participium effectus could 
scarcely be established. (2) For these reasons, the interpre- 
tation which seems to us most in conformity with the words as 
they stand simply is that which takes xadety, like ‘7p, in the 

sense of “to call, to command” (comp. Ps. 1. 1; Isa. xl. 26): 
“who calls the non-existent as existent, 7.c. who issues commands 

concerning the non-existent as concerning the existent, who utters 
His ordaining command concerning that which is not as concern- 
ing that which is.” The description of almighty power, contained 
in these words, is used in the next place in allusion to the actual 
condition of Abraham, to whom, when he showed himself one 

miotevoas Katévavtt Oeod, Gen. xv. 6, God, pointing to the stars 

of heaven, said at once: odtws éotat TO omépua cov. The non- 
existent then finds an application to the o7épya, concerning 

which God, defining its number, gave command, as concerning 

what exists. But if He gives command concerning the non- 
existent as concerning the existent, by this very act He attests 
His power to call that which is not into being. Less suitably, 
kare is taken in the sense of appellare, to name [Hofmann]. 
“He who calls by name that which is not as if it were.” In the 
first place, it must then rather have been written xadety tois 
évopacw avtav. Again, the phrase “to call by name” would 
stand better as a designation of divine omniscience than of 
omnipotence; and lastly, the striking allusion to Gen. xv. 5 
would fall to the ground. The present xadodvTos distinguishes 
God’s act of command concerning the non-existent as an abiding 
characteristic of His omnipotence. tad pu dvta denotes relative 
negation, what exists not yet; ov« dvta, on the other hand, 

absolute negation. The description of divine omnipotence is 
universal. Hence it is not to be supposed that the neut. ra pn 
évta stands for the mase. Tovs pa dvtTas, comp. 1 Cor. i. 27, 28. 
as is the comparative as. As a striking parallel, Philo, de Jos. 
p. 544, has been quoted, where it is said of the power of imagi- 
nation that it pictures Ta py évta ws dvta; and Artemidorus, 
p. 46, where it is said of the painter that he represents ta m7) 
dvta ws dvta. But in the words tov Gworroodvtos . . . @S GvTa 

divine omnipotence is described in the form of a climax, advanc- 
ing from the dead to the non-existent. Because, then, God calls 

to life the dead, Abraham believed that He would also quicken 
his dead body ; and because He gives command concerning that 
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which is not as concerning that which is, and therefore by His 
almighty power calls into being that which is not, Abraham 
believed in the promise of a numerous posterity. But we know 
already that, according to Paul’s meaning, this omépya is the 
community of believers. Abraham, then, believed in this his 

future omépya, i.e. not so much in the IopaydX Kata ocdpka, in 
which, of course, he believed as well, as rather in the “Iopanr 

Kata mvedpa, the Iopanr Oeod, comp. Gal. vi. 16. The object 
of Abraham’s justifying faith has accordingly three elements. It 
consists in the apeows duaptidy, vv. 3, 4; the spiritual o7épya, 
vv. 16,17; and the «dnpovoula, ver. 13. But the ground, the 

central point and the bond that gives unity to these elements, is 
Christ, without whom there is no pardoning grace which He 
alone merits on our behalf, no community of believers which He 
alone by His Spirit begets, no eternal life which He alone pro- 
cured. If, then, in what follows, vv. 18-22, the justifying faith 
of Abraham is referred to the natural birth of Isaac, this is only 
done in so far as in the strength of faith with which Abraham 
embraced the promise of natural seed, he at the same time 
gave evidence of his unshaken believing expectation of the 
Messiah, whose birth was conditioned by Isaac’s, as well as of 
the forgiveness of sins, the spiritual seed and heavenly inherit- 
ance, of all which Christ was to be the exclusive ground and 
Mediator. 

Vv. 18 to 21 set in relief the strength of Abraham’s faith. 
“Ostendit Paulus,” says Bengel, “fidem non esse rem tenuem, 
cui justificationem adscribat, sed vim eximiam.” This praise of 
Abraham’s faith shows, at the same time, that justifying faith is 

no merely theoretical contemplation and perception, but a living 
trust, a confident reliance upon God’s almighty grace. Hides 
TOs TLOncL Kal TA KOAVpATA Kal Thy inpyrAnY TOD SiKaiov yyomnv 
mavtTa vTepBatvovaay, Chrys. 

Ver. 18. ds] runs parallel with é5 éote xrx., ver. 16. 
—ap édrida én’ édrrids] a thoroughly Pauline oxymoron. 

map édirida THY avOpwrivnr, em édrids tH Ted Oeovd, explains 
Chrysostom ; wap’ édrrida Thy Kata diow éyeu em’ érmids dé THs 
Tov Geod vrocyécews, Schol. Matth.; “praeter spem rationis in spe 
promissionis credidit,” Bengel. Were the meaning only this, that 
Abraham indulged hope subjectively where, in an objective point 

_ of view, there was nothing to hope for, his hope would be marked 
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as mere illusion. ap’ éAziéa, against hope, Acts xviii. 13, where, 
according to appearance and the laws of nature, there was nothing 
to hope for. ém’ €Amids, upon hope, denotes the basis of the 

émictevoe. He believed, resting himself, so to speak, upon the 
ground of hope (in the divine promise). Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 10: 
Stu én’ édrrlds odeiner 6 dpotpid@v aporpray, also Tit. i. 2. “Una 
eademque res,” observes Bengel, “et jide et spe, prehenditur: 
et fieri ut res, quae vere edicitur; spe, ut res laeta, quae certo 

fide, potest et fiet.” The practical observation of Melanchthon 
is also worthy of note: “Ita nos credamus, nobis ignosci, 
credamus nos exaudiri, etiamsi nihil nisi peccatum in nobis 
sentimus.” 

—eis To yevéoOar aitov warépa moddav éOvav| cannot be 
taken as the object of éwtorevce: he believed that he would be, 
etc., he believed in his becoming father. Apart from the considera- 

tion that then we should have expected éavrov instead of avon, 
the construction of mucrevew eis with a substantival infinitive 
(muctevw eis TO elvar (yevéoOar) wé Tx), though logically possible, — 
cannot be supported by examples [Winer, p. 413]; also, the ener- 
getic map’ édmrida ém édmids exiot. would be thereby weakened. 
Moreover, in what precedes, the object of Abraham’s faith is never 
directly specified, and therefore is to be supplied here also from 
the context. Lastly, in that case Paul would probably have 
quoted a scriptural passage to evince the strength of Abraham’s 
faith (of wap’ éAmida én’ édrrids érriot.), not the great number of 
his posterity. Further, as concerns the consecutive sense, by 
which eis To yevéoOat adtov = kat ottTws éyévero, the objection has 
justly been made that it is opposed to the tenor of the passage ; 
for vv. 19-21 are a description of the faith itself, so that the result 
of the faith (which is spoken of ver. 22) would be foreign to the 
subject. Accordingly, nothing but the telic sense is left, after 
which Luther rightly translates: “in order that he might be a 
father of many Gentiles.” According to this, Abraham’s faith is 
viewed, in harmony with e¢s 70 elvas avdtov x7, ver. 11, from 
the standpoint of the divine intention. In the divine counsel 
Abraham’s faith was ordained for this end, to make him father of 

all believers (of many nations). Comp. Gal. iii. 8. There is an 
allusion to the divine oracle, ver. 17. To enclose in brackets the 

subjoined citation from Gen. xv. 5, which confirms eds +0 yevéo Cat 
avtTov Tatépa Tok@y é€Ovav with especial reference to woAA@z, is 
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arbitrary, on account of the close connection in which it stands 
with what precedes. 

—oUTws éotat To oTrépua cov] namely, as the stars of heaven. 
The passage of the original, according to the rendering of the 
LXX., runs in full: é&yjyaye dé adtov é&w, Kat eimev adTa: 
avaBreyov 5) eis Tov ovpavov, Kal apiOuncov Tols aotépas, ef 
duvnon eEapiOunoat avtrovs* Kal eimev’ otTws Etat TO OTrépyua ov 
(upon which in ver. 6 follows: xal érictevcey’ "ABpap TO Ged, 
Kar eroylaOn adTe eis Sixacoctvyv). In accordance with this— 
with the addition of Gen. xiii. 16, where it is said: kal mowmow 
TO oTépua cov ws THY dupov THs y}s—several codices and Fathers 
have thought that the present passage should be completed by 
appending to o¥tws éotar TO omépya cov the gloss: ws ai (ol) 
doTépes TOU ovpavod Kal TO dppov (7 appmos) THs Pardcons. The 
Vulg. also reads, in several manuscr.: “sicut stellae coeli et arena 
maris.” On the other hand, the observation of Calvin is to be 

noted: “Consulto (Paulus) testimonium truncatum adduxit: quo 
nos acueret ad scripturae lectionem. Religiose enim id ubique in 
citanda scriptura curant apostoli, ut nos ad diligentiorem ejus 
lectionem accendant.” 

Ver. 19. nat py acbevncas tH wiotet] and because he was not 
weak in faith. A litotes or meiosis. Mn acbevnoas th tictet, 
GN icxvpav abtihy éxywv, Theophylact. “He was not weak” 
= “he was very strong.” For the doctrinal comprehension of 
these words, Calvin’s copious exposition is helpful: “Quod ait, 
non fuisse debilem fide, sic accipe: Non vacillasse, aut fluctuatum 
esse, ut solemus in rebus ambiguis. Duplex enim est fidei 
debilitas: una, quae tentationibus adversis succumbendo excidere 
nos a Dei virtute facit: altera, quae ex imperfectione quidem 
nascitur, non tamen fidem ipsam exstinguit. Nam nec mens 
unquam sic illuminata est, quin maneant multae ignorantiae 
reliquiae: nunquam sic animus stabilitus, quin multum  haereat 
dubitationis. Cum iis ergo carnis vitiis, ignorantia scilicet et 
dubitatione, assiduum est fidelibus certamen: in quo certamine 
fides eorum graviter concutitur saepe et laborat, verum superior 
tandem evadit: ut dici possint in ipsa infirmitate firmissimi.” 77 
miater, quod attinet ad fidem. It is the dative of reference, 
denoting the sphere to which a general predicate (here pu) aoGeveip, 
as in ver. 20 évdvvapodc@ar) is to be conceived as limited. Comp. 
1 Cor. xiv. 20: ga taidia yivecOe tais ppeoiy (in understand- 
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ing); dA 7H Kaxia (in regard to wickedness) vnwiafere, Winer, 
p. 270. The reading of several codices, év 7) miotet, is accord- 

ingly to be regarded as a gloss. . 
—ov xatevonoe] Several good authorities, also the Cod. Sinait., 

omit ov, which, accordingly, Griesbach deems suspicious, and 

Lachmann has expunged. But the negation cannot be dispensed 
with; for, as the subjoined 6é proves, Paul must then have 
written: xatevonoe péev xT. The od was manifestly omitted 
from regard to Gen. xvii. 17. But apart from the consideration 
that Paul here, perhaps, refers only to Gen. xv. 5, 6, where 
Abraham’s faith is forthwith decisively expressed, even the doubt 
of Abraham, related Gen. xvii., was but a transient one, which he 

at once in faith overcame. “ Sed quoniam omissa consideratione,’ 
says Calvin, “totum suum sensum Domino resignavit: dicit 
apostolus, non considerasse. Et sane majoris fuit constantiae, ab 
ea re, quae se oculis ultro ingerebat, cogitationem distrahere, quam 
si nihil tale in mentem ei venisset.” To this add, that catavoeiy 

signifies not merely: “animum advertere ad, considerare,” but: 
“ oculos, mentemque in re defigere,” to fix the attention on a thing, 

to view a thing closely, so to regard a thing as to decide by it, 
comp. Luke xii. 24,27; Acts vil. 31, 32, xi.6; Heb. iii. 1, x. 24. 
Accordingly, Paul would deny, not so much that Abraham in 
general directed his attention to the difficulty in the natural cir- 
cumstances of the case, as only that this engrossed the whole of 
his thoughts. As of Abraham, Gen. xvi, so also of John the 
Baptist, Matt. xi., an instance of wavering faith is recorded. 

—70 éavtod cpa On vevexpwpévoy] 76n is absent in several 
manuscripts, versions, and Fathers; the Vulgate read it before 
éxatovtaéTns. It appears therefore to be spurious. Lachmann 
has bracketed it. The expression gains in force and conciseness 
(To éavTod cpa vevexpwpévoy . .. THY véKpwow THs pyTpas 
Ydppas) without it. Perhaps it was inserted in allusion to the 
objection, that the power of generation in one a hundred years 
old was not unheard of in that age, against which Bengel’s remark 
is to be observed: “ Post Semum, nemo centum annorum generasse 
Gen. xi. legitur.” Comp. also Calvin on the passage. But as con- 
cerns the power of generation mentioned still later in the marriage 
with Ketura, Gen. xxv. 1, 2, Bengel thus speaks: “Novus corporis 
vigor etiam mansit in matrimonio cum Ketura.”  vevexpwpévov 

= decrepid as regards power of generation, Heb. xi. 12. 
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—éxatovtaétys mou iTdpywv] tov, sere, about, for he was 
ninety-nine years old, comp. Gen. xvii. 1, 24 with ver. 17, xxi. 5. 

—xal Thy véxpwow Tihs pmytpas Sappas] 7 véxpwors, actively 
= interfectio, killing; passively, = (1) To vexpoda@as, death, (2) 
state of death. This may be taken, properly, of actual death,—so, 

perhaps, 2 Cor. iv. 10,—or, figuratively, of extreme torpor of the 
physical powers. According to Gen. xvii. 17, Sarah was ninety 
years old. The LXX. write Ydagpa, because the 7 in MY, femina 
princeps, princess, according to the etymology (from 1’, to have 
dominion), should have the Dagesh. 

Vv. 20, 21. eds 5é thy érrayyeriav Tod Oeod od SsexpiOn TH 
amiotia, adn évedvvaeddn 7H Ticte] As the direct, positive 
antithesis of od xatevonce, ver. 19, we should have expected a 

simple els 6€ tiv érayyediav Tod Ocod edvvayeOn TH wicte. But 
this positive element acquires greater force when it is placed in 
contrast with the prefixed negative, ov dvexpi@n TH amiotia. eis, 
quod attinet, with respect to, as regards. As concerns the promise, he 
doubted not in unbelief. Comp. Acts xxv. 20: daropodpevos dé 
eyo eis THY Tept TovTOV EATnow. But the eds may perhaps be 
referred to émrio7evce first of all supposed, negatively paraphrased 
by od dvexpiOn 7H arcotia interposed, and positively expressed in 
eveduvapoln Th mioter. 5é is not = adda, but connective = “and 
indeed.” Moreover, we may also, with Meyer, suppose that “ the 
negative proposition in ver. 19 is, in the first place, still more 
specially elucidated, likewise negatively, by eis... dmuotia (6é, 
the epexegetical autem), and then the positive opposite relation is 
subjoined to it by adAX’ évedvvaywbn ctr. In the former negative 
illustrative clause, the chief element giving the information is ets 
T. emayy. T. Qeov, which is therefore placed first with great 
emphasis: but with regard to the promise of God, he wavered not 
incredulously, but waxed strong in faith,’ etc. TH amvorig, dat. 

instr. diffidentia adductus, through the unbelief, which in this case 
he would have had. MHence the article. évedvvayoOn, Luther 
rightly: “he became strong.”  évdvvapodc@at is not middle: “to 
make oneself strong; strengthen oneself,’ but passive: “to be 
made strong = to wax strong, become strong,” Acts ix. 22; 2 Tim. 
li. 1; Heb. xi 34. Therefore = duvatds 7H mictes éyévero. Thus 
in dvexplOn, according to N. T. usage, the passive stands instead 

of the middle form, whereas évedvvaywln is the actual passive, 

Winer, p. 327. The dative 7) wicres, like the dative in pu) 
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acbevnoas TH wiotet, ver. 19, is the dative of reference or rela- 
tion, quod attinet ad fidem. Svaxpivery, to discriminate, distinguish, 
search into, decide, Matt. xvi. 3; Acts xv. 9; 1 Cor. iv. 7, vi. 5, 
xi. 29, 31, xiv. 29. In the middle: to separate oneself, to dispute, 
Acts x12; Jude 9; but mostly: to dispute with oneself, to doubt. 
So here and xiv. 23; comp. Matt. xxi. 21; Mark xi. 23; Acts 
x. 20, x1. 12; Jas. i. 6, ii. 4 (see Huther, zbid.). Elsewhere the 

word occurs in the N. T. only Jude 22, where, however, both 

reading and interpretation are doubtful. 
—dovs d0£av TS Ged] corresponding with the Heb. 723 D3¥ (j3) 

nim? (in Rev. xix. 7 we read rip So£ay, ie. to give the glory due 
to God). didovar ddav TH Oca, to give glory to God = to think, say, 
or do what furthers God’s glory. The connection in each case 
decides in what respect glory is given to God. It is given Him 
by the acknowledgment of His omnipotence, so here—by speak- 
ing the truth, which implies acknowledgment of God as the 
truthful One, who requires the truth to be spoken, so in John 

ix. 24—by thanksgiving for His goodness, so in Luke xvi. 18, 
and so on. In general, therefore, Sidova. dofav TO Ged is 
to acknowledge God for what He is, and to speak and act 
as His will directs. The hallowing of God’s name means the 
same. 

—xal trnpopopyeis| The cat before rrAnpodopyGeis is wanting 
in several important Western manuscripts. But it only seems 
omitted because explicative; and if it is left out, wAnpopopnGeis 

explains by direct addition in what the dvddvar do€av TH Oe con- 
sisted. “ He gave God glory in being fully persuaded,” etc. For 
the rest, the participial clause dods dofav r. 6. kat mAnpodop. 
KT. explains the mode in which the évdvvaywlfvar TH TwioTeE 
manifested itself. The participia aor, annexed to the verb. jin. 
in the aor., denote here an action contemporaneous with the latter 
one; also, elsewhere, one preceding it. Comp. Delitzsch on Heb. 
ii. 10, vol. Lp. 118. adAnpodopein, to fulfil, 2 Tim. iv. 5; hence 
Thnpopopnoeis, properly, satisfied, ie. fully convinced, xiv. 5. ovK 
elTE TLTTEVTAS, GAN euhatixwoTepov, Oecum. 

—ériyyerta] middle. What He (namely, 0 Geos) has promised, 
Winer, p. 328. “Docet item,’ observes Melanchthon on this 

verse, “quod fides sit certitudo quaedam, non dubitatio. Ideo 
inquit: non dubitavit diffidentia, item: certus fuit. Has parti- 

culas meminisse debemus adversus impiam et perniciosam doc- 
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trinam scholasticorum, quae jubet dubitare utrum habeamus Deum 
propitium.” 

Ver. 22 reverts to the principal thought, ver. 3 (comp. ver. 9). 
810 Kal] hine nimirum, on which account also (i. 24), namely, 
because Abraham believed so strongly, as has been just described, 
vv. 18-21. We are thus again reminded that in ver. 20 the 
emayyeAia tod Oeod (comp. 6 éa7yyeATas, ver. 21) is specified as 
the object of Abraham’s justifying faith, But we know already 
that not only the birth of Isaac, the numerous natural posterity, 
and the possession of the land of Canaan, were the substance of 
this éwayyeAla, but also the birth of the Messiah, and the 
forgiveness of sins linked thereto, the spiritual o7épya, as well 
as the heavenly inheritance, and that it was really the reference 
of the promise to the latter, not the former element, that gave to 

Abraham’s faith its justifying power. Further, when justification 
is here ascribed to Abraham’s faith on account of its strength, we 
must not from this deduce the proposition that only absolutely 
perfect faith justifies. In this case faith must have made 
righteous before God on account of its own perfection, and not, 
as it really does, on account of its objective import, the pardon- 
ing grace of God in Christ. Even Abraham’s faith is not to 
be conceived as absolutely perfect (comp. Calvin’s observation 
above on pn acGevncas TH miote, ver. 19). Rather was it a 
faith growing stronger through conflict with doubt (comp. ver. 20, 
évedvvau@On 7H mister, and Gen. xvii. 17). But, doubtless, in 
him faith conquered unbelief, so that he was not like a wave of 
the sea driven helplessly hither and thither by the wind of doubt 
(Jas. i. 6, 7), but God’s strength was mighty in his weakness 
(2 Cor. xii. 9). 

—énoyicOn] it was reckoned, namely, the miotevew just de- 

picted, comp. ver. 3. 
Vv. 23-25 contain the application of the scriptural testimony 

concerning Abraham’s justification through faith to the justifica- 
tion of all believers in Christ through faith. éypadn] it was 
written, namely, in Holy Scripture. The aorist is here chosen 
instead of the perfect, usual elsewhere (yéypamrat, it is written), 
because here there is not quoted a Scripture testimony in force 
at present, but reference is made to the historic fact of such a 
testimony being recorded then, in order to draw attention to the 
divine purpose linked with that historic fact. 
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—8v aitov povov] on his account only, i.e. in order to make 
known the way and method in which Abraham was justified. 
Rightly Calvin: “Non propter ipsum duntaxat, acsi privilegium 
aliquod singulare foret, quod in exemplum trahere non conveniat.” 

This is no history past and done with, but one continuously 

realized. Here historiu is seen in the highest sense of the word 
as vitae magistra. Therefore dv’ adtov, on his behalf, is not to be 
interpreted : “that he might be honoured by posterity.” 

— ru édoylcOn adte] that it was reckoned to him, namely, 76 
murteve eis Sixacocvvnv. The addition eis duxavootvny or 7) 
alatus (avtod) eis Sixavocvvnv, supported by feeble authority, is a 
manifest gloss. 

— dv judas] on our account, i.e. to testify to us, that we may 
hence discern the only possible way and method of our own 
justification. Comp. xv. 4: 60a mpoeypddn, eis THY jmeTépav 
SiSacxariav mpoeypady; 1 Cor. ix. 10, x. 11; Gal. i. 8; 2 Tim. 
iii, 16. “Quoniam probatio ab exemplo non semper firma est, 
ne id in quaestionem veniat, diserte asserit Paulus in Abrahae 
persona editum fuisse specimen communis justitiae, quae peraeque 
ad omnes spectat. Locus, quo admonemur de capiendo exem- 
plorum fructu in Scripturis,’ Calvin. Comp. Beresch. R. xl. 8: 
“Quicquid scriptum est de Abrahamo, scriptum est de filiis ejus.” 

—ois pédrer Aoyifec Pat] to whom it is to be reckoned, namely, 
To muctevew eis Stkatocvvnv. It is laid down that it will be 
imputed to them as often, that is, as the case occurs, that they 

believe. Justification is described as a divine act accomplished 
in time. pédAdre therefore refers neither to the future day of 
judgment, for justification is found already in the present aeon, 
not first of all on the threshold of the future aeon, the last day. 
Nor still less can wéAAes stand for guerre, to whom it was to be 
reckoned, in which case the apostle would place his point of view 
in the time of Abraham, or of the recording of the Scripture 
testimony concerning him. 

—rtols mictevovaw] those who believe, expresses the condition 
of imputation. “It shall be imputed to those who believe in 
Christ’s resurrection, 7.¢. if we believe in Christ’s resurrection.” 

—érl tov éyelpavta “Incody tov Kipiov ypav éx vexpov] The 
Christian’s faith is here referred to God the Father, not to Christ, 

but to God in so far as He raised Christ from the dead. In both 
elements the analogy of the Christian’s faith with that of Abraham 
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shows itself, for he also, according to ver. 17, believed 0e6 76 
SworovodvtTe Tovs vexpo’s. “Fides Abrahami,’ says Bengel, 
“ferebatur in id, quod futurum esset et fieri posset: nostra in 
id, quod factum est, utraque in Vivificatorem.” The faith of 
Abraham was faith in the God who, by the quickening of His 

' decayed powers, gave assurance of the birth of the promised Seed 
of the woman which was linked to his natural posterity. The 
faith of the Christian is faith in the God who raised Christ from 
the dead, and thus accomplished the work of redemption. Thus 
for the Christian’s faith, the object, which is the same in the faith 

of Abraham and the Christian, stands forth in its N. T. revelation 

in its historic clearness, limitation, and completion. But that 

the raising up of Christ is here adduced not merely as evidence 
of divine omnipotence in isolation from divine grace, but as evi- 
dence of this omnipotent grace, which is the sole object of the 
faith of justification, is shown by ver. 25, where Christ’s resurrec- 
tion is expressly described as the saving ground that conditions 
justification. In the phrases: éyeipew, éyelpecOar, avactivas, Shv 
€x vexpov in the N. T. vexp@v never has the article (only Eph. 
v. 14 forms an exception, and Col. 1. 12; in 1 Thess, i.10a 
varia lectio is found). On the other hand, it is said almost 
always éyelpecOat, dvacthvar ao THY vexpov. Profane authors 
also regularly omit the article before this word, Winer, p. 153. 

—0s mapedoOn] namely, efs Odvarov, comp. Matt. x. 21, con- 
tains probably an allusion to Isa. liii, 12, LXX.: cab dua rads 
avouias a’tey TapedoOn, where also eis Odvatov is spontaneously 
supplied from the immediately preceding av0’ av mapedd0n eis 
O@dvatov xktX. The apostle says both @eds mapédwxe Tov vidv 
av7ov, vill. 32, and Xpictos mapédwxev éavtov, Gal. ii. 20, 

Eph. v. 2, or even €dxev éavtov, 1 Tim. ii. 6; Tit. ii.14. God, 
then, did not give Christ, the guiltless One, against His will for 

the guilty, but Christ of His own free will surrendered Himself 
to the pains of death. The redeeming counsel of the triune God 
is one and undivided. The love of the Son calls for His surrender 
not less than the love of the Father. The active and the passive 
elements in this surrender are indissolubly and inseparably one. 
If it is said, Acts ili, 13: Ov duets wapédmxate, men can only be 
regarded as instruments of the divine counsel, Acts ii. 23, iv. 28; 

Gen. 1. 20. There is exhibited here the unity of the two his- 
torical factors, hnman freedom and divine ordination. 
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—8&id Ta TapaTTopata Hav] on account of our sins, te. to 
expiate and atone for them, ili, 24, 25. 

—Siad tHv Sixaiwow npov| on account of our justification, 1.0. 
to effect it, to convey to us the S&catoo’vn Oeov.  Sixalwors 
(found, besides, only v. 18 as the opposite of xatdxpia) is the 
act of God by which man is brought into the relation of the 
dcxatocvvn Oeod, of righteousness in relation to God. Elsewhere 
everywhere Scripture sets forth the death of Christ as the ground 
of our justification, iii, 24, 25, v. 9; 2 Cor. v. 21; Eph. i. 7; 
1 John i. 7. In point of fact, the work of atonement and justi- 
fication conditioned thereby, as the teréXcotas of the Lord on the 
cross testifies, John xix. 30, is finished with the death of 

the Atoner. But the resurrection is the actual victory of the 
righteousness and life of the Prince of Life over the sin and 
death to which, not for His sake but for ours, He was given up. 

As such a victory the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead 
is withal His justification before men, ze. the evidence that He 
died, not for His own sins, but as the eternal Son of God, as the 

holy and just One, Sud ta mapartopata judv, i 4; 1 Tim. 
iii. 16; John xvi. 10. Therefore, were He not demonstrated by 
the resurrection to be such a victor over sin and death, our faith 

were vain, as a faith in one who lies in the power of sin and 
death. Therefore, were not Christ our Atoner, there would be 

no justification for us, and we should be still in our sins, 1 Cor. 
xv. 17. But now in His resurrection our righteousness, which 
is in Him, and our life are secured and hidden. Along with 
Him, the Substitute, believing humanity has risen from sin and 
death, and, as righteous and endowed with eternal life, is seated 

on the throne of majesty. This security and hidden character it 

has, in so far as, exalted by His resurrection to the right hand 

of the Father, by His high-priestly intercession and prayer He 

renders effectual and perpetuates the merit of His sacrifice in 

the presence of God for His own, viii. 34; Heb. ix. 24; 1 John 

ii. 1; Rom. v.10. For as His atonement avails not merely for 

the elect, so His resurrection also avails not merely for believers, 

although it does avail for these in a special manner, but for the 

whole Cosmos, that it may be led to faith in His atonement. 

Just as it is an actual victory, evidence, security, and defence, so 

is Christ’s resurrection finally the condition of the appropriation 

of the salvation procured by Him, for God has exalted Him by 
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His right hand to be a Prince and Saviour, to give to Israel 
repentance and forgiveness of sins, Acts v. 831. Although, there- 
fore, the death of Jesus alone has obtained righteousness and life 
for us in the way of merit, yet the apostles are right in making 
His resurrection everywhere the foundation of their preaching of 
the gospel, Only & dvactdcews “Inood Xpictod ex vexpdr is 
there given us an éAmis fHca, 1 Pet. i, 3, seeing that, while 
atonement and the possibility of justification are mediated 
indeed through His death, the actual efficacy and reality of these 
depended on the resurrection, “Quamquam enim praecessit 
meritum, tamen ita ordinatum fuit ab initio, ut tunc singulis 

applicaretur, cum fide acciperent,” Melanchthon, Just as here 
the dscatiwous, which the death of Christ effects, is referred, for 

the reasons given, to the resurrection, so in x, 10 is the cwrnpia, 

which is imparted to faith, annexed to confession. Finally, in 
opposition to modern interpretations, the remarks of Calov on 
this passage are still worthy of note: “Pervertunt autem 
sententiam Apostoli Papistae, cum id eum hic velle contendunt, 
mortem Christi exemplar fuisse mortis peccatorum, resurrectionem 
autem exenplar renovations et regenerationis internae, per quam 
in novitate vitae ambulamus, vid. Bellarm. 1, II. de justific. c. 6, 
quia hic non agitur vel de morte peccatorwm, vel de renovatione et 
novitate vitae, de quibus, cap. vi, demum agere incipit Apostolus, 
sed de non imputatione vel remissione peccatorum, et imputatione 
Justitiae vel justificatione.” Comp. also Calvin on the passage; and 
as to subjective spiritual death and resurrection, vi. 4, 5, 8, 11. 

EXCURSUS TO CHAPTER IV. 

THE PROTEVANGELIUM, OR THE SEED OF THE WOMAN AND 

OF ABRAHAM. 

A STUDY IN BIBLICAL THEOLOGY.! 

Whoever would take a comprehensive survey of the end and 
aim, the import and progressive development, of O. T. revelation, 
will arrive at no certain and satisfactory result as long as, 

1 Reprinted from the Kirchlichen Zeitschrift von Kliefoth und Mejer, 1855, 

p. 519 ff. 



206 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

beginning so to speak ab ovo, he follows the O. T. step by step, - 
and endeavours to understand it simply from its own contents. 
It is only in the New that the O. T. has found its fulfilment, and 
only through the N. T. that the Old is unfolded in its real import 
and true significance. Here, in view of the two main consti- 
tuents of divine revelation, if anywhere, holds good in its entire 
strain and compass the first principle to be observed in the inter- 

pretation of Holy Scripture from itself: “Scripture is the true 
interpreter of Scripture (sceriptura scripturam docet).” Even the 
advent and witness of the Lord Himself, like the teaching of the 
apostles, was in reality nothing else than a fulfilment and unveil- 
ing of O. T. revelation. In this sense Augustine justly said: 
“The N. T. is enclosed in the Old, the Old is disclosed in the 

New ;”? and Luther compared the O. T. to the moon that borrows 
its light from the sun of the N. T. If, therefore, we would 
penetrate into the spirit and meaning of the O. T., we must above 
everything seek to discover the spirit and meaning in which it 
is understood and explained in the N. T. Not merely the N. T. 
doctrine of salvation in general, but also the N. T. view of the O. T. 
(both of which are inextricably bound up one with the other, 
nay, in a certain sense, fall one into the other), must govern and 
decide our view. But now, if, amid the rich variety of separate 
statements in the N. T. respecting the O. T., we desire a fixed 
point where we may obtain firmer foot-hold, and thence look 
about us, especially in the N. T., for a systematic treatment and 
exposition of the different stages in O. T. revelation and its rela- 
tion to N. T. revelation, we are directed without doubt at once 

to the writings of the holy Apostle Paul. By birth, character, 
course of training, as well as by divine call, was Paul—the 
Pharisee, the zealot for the law, the persecutor of Christians, 

and then the Gentile apostle converted to the Lord, and by Him 
directly called to office and service —expressly destined and 
chosen above all the other apostles for this purpose—to discover 
to the church of Christ the real significance of the old covenant ; 
to afford the deepest insight into the O. T.; both to perceive as 
clearly and describe as distinctly as possible the relation to each 
other of promise, law, and gospel; and in the most comprehensive 
fashion, to set forth those educative dealings of the Lord with 
Tsrael and with the Gentile world before and after Christ’s advent 

1 Novum Testamentum in Vetere latct, Vetus Testamentum in Novo patet. 
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that were intended to prepare them for faith in Christ, and to 
lead them to faith in Christ. As long as Paul went upon the 
erroneous assumption as a Pharisee, that man, by fulfilling the 
law given of God through Moses, should and could attain perfect 
righteousness availing before God, and along with it life and 
salvation, the preaching of Christ crucified must have been scandal 
and foolishness to him. His standpoint at that time was simply 
the ordinary one of Jewish particularism. Only the people of 
Israel, descending in natural course from Abraham, distinguished 

by the covenant-sign of circumcision, had a right, by virtue of 
this descent and of their covenant-relation to God ratified by 
circumcision, on condition of fulfilling the law, to the future glory 

of the Messianic kingdom. For the Messiah Himself was to 
appear, not in a state of humiliation, but in a state of glory, in 
order to lead His elect people to the glory they deserved. But 
on the godless Gentile world He was to execute judgment, so far 
as in the case of separate individuals it was not incorporated 
into the O. T. theocracy by submission to circumcision and the 
law. . 

But when the apostle, by the light of the Holy Spirit, came 
clearly to perceive that perfect fulfilment of the law is impossible 
to sinful man, that therefore to attain righteousness and salvation 
on the ground of perfect fulfilment of the law is altogether out 
of the question, that, on the contrary, man can only thoroughly 
attain righteousness acceptable to God, and eternal life necessarily 
connected therewith, by means of faith in Christ, who took upon 
Him the guilt and penalty of our sin, and by His atoning death 
made satisfaction to the law and divine justice, then the position 
from which he regarded the subject must have been changed in 
every particular, nay, completely reversed. While none but the 
sinner who is justified by faith in Christ has righteousness and 
life, every sinner who is justified by faith in Christ has righteous- 
ness and life. Thus neither Jew nor Greek longer avails, but 
only a new creature through faith in Christ. Thus all depends 
not on descent from Abraham, but on faith. If the law cannot 

justify because man as a sinner is incapable of fulfilling it, it 
cannot have been given by God for the purpose of justifying the 

sinner. Not to lead to righteousness, but to expose sin, and to 
lead to the complete knowledge of sin as well as of the sentence 
of death on account of sin, by this knowledge to prepare and 
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dispose man to accept salvation in Christ through faith, and thus 
by effecting the knowledge of sin to become a schoolmaster unto 
Christ, remains the only conceivable end of the law. From this 

truth flowed for the apostle a stream of light over the entire O. T. 
covenant economy and its divinely-ordained course of develop- 
ment. There is but one way of justification in the old as in 
the new covenant—justification through faith. In this way even 
Abraham was led, He was justified through faith in the promise. 
But the promise is older than the law. Of all the principles of 
the apostle bearing on the economy of salvation, this is one of 
the most far-reaching. If righteousness and life were assured to 
Abraham and his race by God’s free promise of grace, the mean- 
ing of the law that came in later cannot be, merely by way of 
supplement, to make the attainment of the inheritance, that was 
given freely, dependent on the impossible condition of fulfilling 
the law, which would be to render the promise nugatory. 
Abraham accordingly received circumcision not as a sign that 
he was bound to fulfil the law (for the law was not even given 
in his days), but as a seal of the righteousness he obtained through 
faith in the promise, through faith which he had even in his state 
of uncircumcision. Therefore natural descent from Abraham, 

circumcision, and fulfilment of the law will not, as the Jews and 

Paul the Pharisee fancied, lead to righteousness and life, for 
Abraham himself attained not thereto in this natural, carnal way. 
It is spiritual descent from Abraham, walking in the footsteps of 
his faith, of which as father of all believers he is an illustrious 

type, that leads to righteousness and to life. In the place of 
Israel after the flesh stands Israel after the spirit; in place of the 
natural seed stands the spiritual seed of Abraham as the real heir 

of the promises. 
Let us here pause and look somewhat more closely at the 

passages of the Pauline epistles bearing on the point. We begin 
with Gal. iii. 15-18. Paul here says that even a human testa- 
ment, when it has acquired legal force instead of being annulled 
or added to at pleasure, will be kept unchanged by all. How 
much more will this be the case with an ordinance of God! But 
God gave to Abraham and his seed the oft-repeated promise 
(hence the plural the promises, on account of the frequent repeti- 
tion of one and the same promise). Therefore this legally valid 
ordinance or this covenant of God ratified previously, the law, 



EXCURSUS TO CHAPTER IV. 209 

which was given 430 years later, cannot annul so as to make it 
void (430 years=the time of the sojourn of the children of 
Israel in Egypt, for the promise to Abraham was repeated to 
Isaac and Jacob. Therefore the giving of the law on Sinai fell 
430 years after the time of promise had come to an end). The 
purport of the promise was the inheritance, with Paul always the 
inheritance of salvation, of eternal life. This inheritance God 

gave to Abraham freely by promise. Were, then, the inheritance 
by way of supplement made dependent on fulfilment of the law, it 
would necessarily become the fruit of work and merit, and the cove- 
nant-promise previously ratified by God be abolished and rendered 
void by God Himself. God forbid this to be said or thought! 

But a special difficulty arises in this—in itself clear—exposi- 
tion of the apostle in the 16th verse, the correct understanding 
of which, as we shall see, is of special importance for our purpose. 
The verse runs: “ Now to Abraham and his seed were the pro- 
mises made. He saith not, And to seeds, as of many; but as of 

one, And to thy seed, which is Christ.” Thus the apostle says 
that the seed of Abraham to which, as to Abraham himself, the 

promise was given, is Christ; for that the person of Christ is 
here meant is shown by the closing words of the chapter, which 
glance back to this passage: “ For ye are all one in Christ Jesus. 
And if ye be Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs 
according to the promise.” Thus the community of believers is 
called Abraham’s seed, on this ground, that it stands in union 
with Christ, belongs to Christ. Therefore the real seed of 
Abraham is Christ (comp. also ver. 19). But then it seems 
hard to understand how the apostle can frame his argument as 
he does. He bases his course of reasoning on the use of. the 
singular “seed” (To omépua). This denotes a single individual, 
since, if more were meant, it would have been said “ seeds” (Ta 

onmépwata). Therefore it is not the numerous natural descendants 
of Abraham that are meant, but Christ—the one descendant, so 

called by way of eminence. ‘This appears, indeed, as if it were 
a simple Rabbinical gloss (Midrasch), without any objective 
evidential force ; for it is known well enough that seed (o7épya, 
yit) is used in the singular collectively, and signifies posterity, 
whether this consist of many or one.’ Even apart from the 

? Moreover, the plural O°? does not occur in the Hebrew in the sense of soboles, 

but only in that of seed-grains, 1 Sam. viii. 15, 
Puiuipri, Rom. I, O 
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inspiration of the apostle’s language, it is evidently the more per- 

verse to attribute to the apostle a mode of dogmatic proof based 
on grammatical ignorance of so crass a kind, as he himself often 
employs seed in the collective sense, as presently in this ch. 
v. 29: “Then ye are Abraham’s seed,” and elsewhere, as especially 
in Rom. iv., refers the promise given to Abraham’s seed to 
Abraham’s spiritual children, the body of believers. We are 
hence led, especially after this passage in the Roman epistle, in 
this 16th verse, in the words: “ Now to Abraham and his seed 

were the promises made,” to refer “and to his seed” as matter 
of course to Abraham’s spiritual posterity, to which, according to 
Rom, iv., just as much as to Abraham himself, the inheritance 

was promised. From this we conclude, further, that the apostle’s 
precise object is to prove that to this spiritual, not as the Jews 
and Galatian Judaizers supposed, to the natural posterity of 
Abraham, the promise is given. He proves it thus: Were the 
natural posterity meant, the plural would be used. For Abraham, 
indeed, had more than one natural line of posterity, the one 
springing from Isaac, from Ishmael, from the children of Ketura, 
as well as the one springing from Esau. These natural lines of 
posterity, as natural, stand on exactly the same level. But the 
singular is used. Therefore one altogether unique posterity, dis- 
tinguished from the many natural lines standing on the same level, 
is meant, z.e. therefore the spiritual posterity, the body of believers, 
as the seed of Abraham so called by way of eminence. But then 
to: “but as of one, and to thy seed,” the apostle does not add 
as an explanatory apposition: “ which is the church,” or: “ which 
is believers,” but: “which is Christ.” Not quite precisely do 
Augustine, e¢ al., explain this: “ Christ and His church,” Bengel, 

ct al.: “the church alone,’ so that Christ would be put, as in 
1 Cor. xii. 12, in a mystical sense for His body, the church of 

believers. On the contrary, we have already seen that Christ 

here (comp. also ver. 17, where, no doubt, the addition eds 

Xpictov, unto Christ, is critically suspicious) must denote the 
personal Jesus Christ. It therefore seems more correct and 
exact to say that the apostle passes from the church to Christ, 

because both are so closely and inseparably connected as members 

17To this it makes no difference that in the Hebrew O'Y7? cannot be proved to 

occur in the sense of posterities. A corresponding expression, like NNW, might 
certainly have been used. 
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and head, that in one the other is always implied and involved. 
The church of believers as the body of Jesus Christ has its 
eround of permanence and unity in Christ its head. Therefore 
every promise made to the church is made to Christ, because it 
is only made to the church in Christ. Hence the apostle can 
say, the one seed of Abraham to which the promise is made is 
Christ, because the promise is made to Abraham’s seed in Christ, 
because Abraham’s seed attains to unity in Christ, really exists 
only in Him, in whom by faith it germinates and grows, and is 

elevated to true unity. In the same pregnant sense in ver. 28 
he says: “for ye are all one in Christ.” The apostle therefore 
says expressly that to Abraham the promise was given, that in 
Christ, on him, and on all who like him belong by faith to 
Christ, the inheritance of eternal life shall be bestowed, which 

promise could not be rendered doubtful or invalid by the law 
that entered afterwards. 

But then the question is, whether the apostle’s meaning is that 
Abraham himself understood Christ and the church: of believers 
to be the crowning point of the promise vouchsafed to him, or 
whether he means that only in the N. T. is this knowledge found, 
the O. T. typical language and the O. T. typical history being 
only now explained by means of the mystical mode of interpre- 
tation, which deeper sense remained a mystery to Abraham him- 
self. In favour of the latter supposition one might appeal to the 
fact that the apostle himself, Gal. iv. (comp. Rom. ix.), treats the 
history of Isaac and Ishmael as typical, and by an allegorical 
mode of interpretation regarded the former as a type of those 
born by promise, the church of believers, the latter as a type of 
those born after the flesh, natural Israel. Still, in the first place, 

the apostle may have meant to ascribe even to Abraham spiritual 
comprehension of the types referred to; and again, the genuine 
typology belonging to the economy of salvation, which he opposes 
to false Rabbinical typology, does not preclude the apostle from 
also finding the promise made to Abraham of Christ and the 
church of believers in the form of a direct prediction in the Old 
Testament. Now, that Paul ascribed even to Abraham conscious 

faith in Christ the personal Messiah, and in the believing church 
in union with Him, there can be no manner of doubt. According 
to its simple and natural signification, the Galatian passage 
already treated of allows no other sense. For the apostle says in 
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so many words that to Abraham the promise was given, whose 
very purport was Christ, and that by this promise the inheritance 
of eternal life was freely bestowed on him. How unnatural and 
artificial would be the notion, that for Abraham the direct purport 
of this promise was not Christ and the church of believers and 
the heavenly inheritance, but only Isaac and his natural posterity 
and the earthly inheritance! Besides, this latter view is ex- 
pressly precluded by the exposition immediately preceding the 
passage. For the apostle there shows (Gal. ili. 6-14) that 
Abraham was justified not, as the Jews and Judaizers supposed, 
by works, but by faith. Therefore is he the father of all believers, 
and the promise that in him all Gentiles should be blessed is 
fulfilled in the Gentiles, like him, inheriting the blessing by faith. 
Now, was it meant that Abraham was justified by faith in the 
promised birth of Isaac, in the natural posterity and possession of 
the land of Canaan, and not by faith in Christ? By such a view 
the apostle would cut in two the very sinew of his entire doctrine 
of justification, and pluck it up by the roots. For, according to 
the apostle’s doctrine, it is not subjective faith of itself that 
justifies man, no matter what the contents it includes or the 
object to which it is directed; but only faith in Christ is our 
righteousness availing before God, because Christ Himself, who 
bore and took away the curse of the law, procured this righteous- 
ness availing before God imputed to believers. In the same way 
(Gal. iii, 13, 14) Paul extends the blessing of Abraham in Christ 
Jesus to the Gentiles,—in Christ Jesus, who bore the curse of the 

law, and thus transformed the curse into blessing. 
Now, that Abraham was justified, not by faith in the birth of 

Isaac, but by faith in the promised Messiah, is stated in the 
clearest way in Rom. iv. After the apostle has there quoted 
(ver. 3) Gen. xv. 6—a common proof-passage with him— 
“ Abraham believed God, and it was counted to him for right- 
eousness,” he continues : “ Now to him that worketh is the reward 

not reckoned of grace, but of debt. But to him that worketh 
not, but believeth on Him that justifieth the ungodly, his faith 
is counted for righteousness.” We therefore infer with the 
utmost stringency ‘that to Abraham also faith was reckoned for 
righteousness, as to one that believed in God who justifies the 
Wngodly. But God only justifies the ungodly through Christ. 

Abraham, therefore, was not justified by his faith in the birth of 
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Isaac, but by his faith in God, who justified him when ungodly 
through Christ. In the same way, continues the apostle by way 
of confirmation, David declares the blessedness of the man to 

whom God imputes righteousness without works, when he says: 
“ Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins 
are covered. Blessed is the man to whom the Lord will not 
impute sin.” Paul next shows further, that to Abraham this 
blessedness and justification came when he was yet in an 
uncircumcised, not first in a circumcised state, so that he be- 

came father of all believers, as well of those belonging to the 
uncircumcision as of those belonging to the circumcision. To 
this church of believers, the true and genuine seed of Abraham, - 

he says further, the promise of inheritance was given of free 
grace; it was not made to depend on the condition of fulfilling 
the law, by which the promise would be directly frustrated. 
That Abraham is father of all believers, he finds declared in the 

words of Gen. xvii. 5: “I have made thee a father of many 
nations,’ and says expressly that Abraham himself believed in 
the promise of this spiritual seed, and, indeed, so firmly and 
strongly, that on that account he regarded not his own and Sarah’s 
dead body. We see here how the apostle couples the promise of 
Isaac and the natural posterity springing from him with the 
promise of Christ and the body of believers, the spiritual posterity 
of Abraham. For the church of believers was to spring from 
Christ, Christ from Israel, Israel from Isaac. Had not Abraham 

then believed in the birth of Isaac, he had not believed in the 

birth of Christ, the advent of Christ and of the church—the true 

and real seed of Abraham—being from this time bound to the 
birth of Isaac and his posterity, the people of Israel. And pre- 
cisely because Abraham believed so strongly and firmly in the 
promise of the true spiritual seed, he also believed so firmly and 
strongly in the promise of the natural seed, as from this time one 
promise stood and fell with the other. 

Now, in the same way in which the Apostle Paul was led was 
Luther led, and hence also called of God to disclose to God’s 

church afresh the meaning of our apostle’s writings. Upon the 
patriarchal age, the age of promise and faith, followed under Israel 
the age of law. But Israel knew not that the law is only a 
schoolmaster unto Christ, for the purpose of kindling to greater 
ardour desire for the fulfilment of the promise. They supposed 



214 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS, 

that the law was itself a means of justification. The time being 
fulfilled, God sent His Son, and at the same time His apostle, who, 

himself delivered by faith in the Son of God from the false right- 
eousness of law and works, now imparted to God’s church correct 
insight into the relation of promise and law, law and gospel. 
Thus the Gentile church, founded by the apostles, reproduced the 
history of the patriarchal church, in possessing again righteousness 
and life by faith in Him that had come and in the promise 
of future inheritance. Again, the church of believers having 
developed in the course of history under God’s leading into a 
national church, it came, like the nation of Israel that grew out of 
the patriarchal family, under the dominion of law. Further, the 
Christian national church, living under law, instead of using the 
law as a schoolmaster unto Christ, supposed, like Israel, that it 

was a means of justification. Then God raised up Luther the 
monk, as once Paul the Pharisee, and leading him from monastic 
work-righteousness to justifying faith, chose him as an instrument 
to instruct the church of God anew in the distinction between 
promise, law, and gospel. And thus our church, in the point of 
biblical theology now in question, faithfully followed its great 
teacher, the Apostle Paul. With him, it attributed even to 

Abraham, the father of all believers, faith in the personal Messiah, 

and held him justified, like all believers of the old and new 
covenant, by this faith. It did not and could not subscribe to 
the modern subjective theory, according to which Abraham’s 
justifying faith is said to be identical with the Christian’s faith 
merely as regards its subjective character, while having an 
essentially different object ; for by doing this it would in point of 
fact have contradicted the Apostle Paul to the teeth, utterly per- 
verted the doctrine of justification taught in Scripture, and thrown 
to the winds the genuine evangelical analogy of faith. 

The next question is, What authority the Apostle Paul has in 
the words of O. T. Scripture itself for his view of the promise 
made to Abraham? But before proceeding to answer this 
question, we call attention to the way in which the Lord is 
Himself in harmony with the apostle’s view. Even John the 
Baptist had warned the Jews not to trust in their being 
Abraham’s children, since from these stones God could raise up 
children to Abraham (Matt. iii. 9). Therefore not the natural, 
but spiritual descendants, the children of Abraham’s faith, are his 
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genuine seed. In the same sense the Lord, in John, says to the 
Jews: “If ye were Abraham’s children, ye would do the works 
of Abraham. Ye would then not seek to kill me (but believe in 
me), that have told you the truth which I have heard of God,” 
John viii. 39, 40. Especially pertinent here is the Lord’s 
declaration, ibid. v. 56: “ Abraham rejoiced that he was to see 
my day, and saw it, and was glad.” The Jews had previously 
asked, ver. 53: “Art thou greater than our father Abraham ?” 
In order to show. that He is greater than Abraham, the Lord says 
that Abraham rejoiced to see His day, thereby himself acknow- 
ledging that Christ is greater than he. Abraham therefore 
brought himself into comparison with the person of Christ, and 
in spirit rejoiced that he should behold Christ’s glorious day, 
which he actually beheld.t 

We now return, having gained this basis of N. T. authority, 

to the O. T. itself. The Apostle Paul, in his conflict with the 
Judaizers, everywhere refers to Abraham, the founder of Israel’s 
race and faith, and thus puts himself on equal ground with, 
and, as it were, in the very citadel of, his opponents, who also 
on their side appealed to Abraham the pattern of the righteous. 
If he succeeded in proving to them that Abraham was not 
justified by works, but by faith in the promise, their entire 
doctrine of works fell to pieces. But if we would learn from 
the O. T. itself the meaning of the passages in which the 
promises of a seed (J, omépua), blessed and diffusing blessing, 
are given to Abraham, we must go still farther back to the point 
where mention is first made of such a seed in the O. T. This is 
done in the Protevangelium. The seed promised after the Fall is 
one and the same with the blessed seed promised to Abraham, 

1 How this took place, whether in Sheol, where the tidings of Christ’s advent 
penetrated to Abraham, or, which we take for the right view, in a specially luminous 
apocalyptic vision, or otherwise, as regards our purpose may be left undecided. 
Enough that even the Lord testifies that Abraham during his lifetime waited to 
behold His day, thereby acknowledging the christological import of the promise 
made to him. Comp. also Meyer here. Even apart from the general tenor of the 
passage, the day of Christ in general, the day of the Lord, can only be understood, 

in consonance with universal biblical idiom, of the day of the Lord’s personal 
advent. We refuse, therefore, to say with Hofmann (Weissag. wu. Hrf. II. 13) that 

Abraham witnessed the day of Christ, because he witnessed the day of the birth of 
Isaac, the son of the promise, Christ being set forth, ¢.e. typically, in the person of 
Isaac. At least this could only hold good for the present passage, if in the birth of 
Isaac even Abraham really acknowledged and beheld the pledge and anticipatory 
representation of the future personal Christ ; but this Hofmann expressly denies. 
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whose advent was only subsequently linked on to Abraham and 
his race. We have then above all to enter upon a closer ex- 

amination of the Protevangelium. 
It is said, Gen. ui. 15: “And I will put enmity between thee 

and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed. He shall 
strike thy head, and thou shalt strike his heel.” 

That the serpent, which with its seed is here placed over 
against the woman with her seed, was not the actual tempter, 
but only the organ of the tempter, Satan, both follows as matter 
of course, and is attested, as is well known, by the entire Satan- 
ology of Scripture as well as by particular declarations of the 
N. T., eg. John viii. 44; Rom. xvi. 20; 1 John i. 8; Rev. 

xii. 9,xx. 2. Thus, as the serpent stands behind Satan, so behind 

the penal sentence passed upon the serpent must be recognised 
the penal sentence passed upon Satan. Nay, as to the gist of 
the meaning, this sentence will the more relate to the real tempter, 
as he alone had really done what deserved punishment. The 
innocent animal, the serpent, might indeed, like the entire 

creation, be involved in man’s sufferings on account of sin; but as 
it is incapable of moral action, and therefore of responsibility and 
euilt, no real punishment can fall on it. But at the very fore- 
front of the penal decree it is said: “ Because thou hast done this.” 
Moreover, if we refused to acknowledge this deeper underlying 
meaning, the mere literal interpretation would give rise to in- 
superable difficulties. Indeed, this interpretation cannot be 
strictly carried out. It is alleged that in the curse on the serpent 
its defeat in the struggle with man is expressed. But when 

ARN) vid Faw NT AIT PD WEP ANT pA Aa vig oI 
apy VWHWNA. The LXX. have: Kaliyépay dnow avec wivov cov nai ava wiooy ris yuvarnos, 

HOI Kye merov TOU oMEpUAtos gov Kal uve MiooY TOD OMEpuaTes uUTAS. AYTos cou ruphoe 

xEQarny, xe) ov rupees avrod xrépvev. Here all that can be called in question is the 
translation of pyyy by rnpeiv, to watch, aim at. However, whether instead of this 
we translate : to overtake, come up with, strike, or even: to crush, the sense remains 

substantially the same. Even in the first case, what is meant is a successful over- 
taking, one that misses not its aim, so that: striking the head is= crushing the 
head ; and even in the latter case : to crush as to the heel is = to destroy as to the heel, 

to deal a deadly blow against the heel, to strike the heel successfully, The word 
only occurs further, Ps. exxxix. 11, Job ix. 17, where the interpretation is likewise 
disputed. The translation advocated by Hengstenberg, Christology, I. p. 26, to 
crush, which is also attested by the Chaldee (comp, Delitzsch and Keil here), is 
certainly confirmed by cuvrpies, Rom. xvi. 20, supposing, as can scarcely be doubted, 
that this passage contains an allusion to the Protevangelium, 
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the serpent strikes man on the heel, the bite is so dangerous 
and deadly that the poison spreads thence through the whole 
body (Gen. xlix. 17). Therefore, all that would be really ex- 
pressed would be a mutual destruction of the serpent race and 
human race. In any case, then, we must depart from the literal 
conception, and fix our attention simply upon the contrast of head 
and heel as the nobler and less noble parts. A wound to the first 
is, as a rule, incurable ; to the latter, curable. But even then the 

threat is by no means carried out completely, the victory of the 
human race over the serpent race, which, as ending with the over- 
throw of the serpent, is represented as total, in reality being never 
more than partial. Further, if here not merely a threat of punish- 
ment against the serpent, but also, which certainly cannot be 

doubted, a promise on behalf of man is meant to be expressed, we 

cannot of course find in this, taking the words in the bare literal 
sense, with Hofmann and others, simply the preservation of the life 
of the human race, despite the machinations of the serpent. The 
serpent is far from being the only animal hostile and deadly to man, 
and in any case can only be named as representing all beings and 
powers that aim at destroying human life. Thus we are compelled 
by the text itself, looked at on all sides, to go beyond the limits 
of the bare literal interpretation, which no doubt retains its lower 
aspect of truth, while receiving but a relative and partial fulfilment. 

All depends, then, upon a clear and strict analysis of the text 
according to its higher reference. If the serpent is Satan, the 
seed of the serpent will be the children of Satan (the so-called 
Téxva Tov dvaBorov in the N. T., children of the devil). In 
allusion to the present passage, the Lord says in the parable, 
Matt. xii. 38: “ The tares are the children of the wicked one” 
(where Bengel rightly observes: mali, masculinwm ; Luther, 
wrongly, as neuter : “the children of wickedness”), and continues, 

ver. 39: “ The enemy that sowed them is the devil,” manifestly a 
N. T. finger-post pointing the way to the deeper interpretation of 
the Protevangelium. The devil’s seed here answers to the serpent’s 
seed there (comp. Hengst. Christol. I. 26). In harmony with 
this, the Lord (Matt. xxiii. 33) calls the Pharisees serpents, broods 
of vipers (hes, yevvyparta éyidvov), xii. 34, iii. 7. (The serpent 
is an image of wickedness, of the wicked one, the devil.) If, 

then, in the Protevangelium enmity is put between the serpent’s 
seed and woman’s seed, and the serpent’s seed are the children of 
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the devil, it follows that the woman’s seed are the children of 

God (réxva, viol tod Oeod). Thus in Matt. xiii. 38 the Lord 
opposes the children of the kingdom to the children of the evil one. 
We find, therefore, described in the present passage the enmity 
and conflict between the kingdom of darkness and the kingdom 
of licht. But the contrast between the serpent’s seed and 
woman’s seed seems strange, for from the very time of the Fall 
all born of woman are the serpent’s seed, children of the devil. 
They form by nature the world, the prince of which is the evil 
one (Job xiv. 4, xxv. 4; Ps. li. 7; John iii. 6). The contrast, 
therefore, to the serpent’s seed in the spiritual sense is not the 
woman’s seed, but God’s seed, who are born not of blood, nor of 

the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God, John 

i.13; 1 John ui. 9: “ Every one that is born of God sinneth 
not, for His (ac. God’s) seed (omépua avtod) remaineth in him, 
and he cannot sin, because he is born of God.” More in con- 

formity with the spiritual sense of our passage would have been: 
“and between thy (the serpent’s) seed and my (God’s) seed,” than 
as the words run: “and thy (the woman’s) seed.” When Storr 
in his treatise, de Protevangelio, Opusc. II, remarks : “ We readily 
see that even the posterity of the serpent is the posterity of the 
woman, but that it has been unworthy of the latter name since 
the time that it apostatized to the common enemy of its race” 
(comp. also Calvin, Com. in Gen., here), and even Hengstenberg 
relies on this observation, this is no way sufficient to solve the 
difficulty meeting us here. As if already in the very Fall a wn- 
versal apostasy of the human race to Satan’s kingdom had not 
taken place! And if we would restrict the designation “ serpent’s 
seed” specially to men who of set purpose persist and harden 
themselves in apostasy, so that on this account they no longer 
deserve the name of men, of seed of the woman, still, after taking 
away this seed of the serpent proper, the men left are nothing 
but the natural seed of the woman, not God’s seed ; certainly not 
children of the devil in the strictest sense of the word,—children 

of men merely, yet not on this account children of God. ‘The dis- 
tinction, then, would be that of children of the devil and children 

of men, as in Gen. vi. 2, children of God and daughters of men = 
children of men. It would then be necessary to take another step 
still in the explanation, and say that as among the serpent’s seed, 

to which all born of woman belong by nature, only they bear the 
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name pre-eminently who wilfully settle and harden themselves in 
their natural condition, and thus really become ever more and 
more like the devil, so as matter of course the seed of the woman 

opposed to them is also intended to stand in strict ethical con- 
trast with them, and therefore presents itself before us as the 
woman’s seed born of God. But this explanation, in truth, is so 

artificial and strained that we must still look for a more simple 
and natural solution of the hard knot, the problem in question 
here. We proceed, then, first of all, a step farther in the analysis of 
the Protevangelium. Itis said further: “ He shall strike (or crush) 
thee on the head, and thou shalt strike him on the heel.” Here, 

therefore, the woman’s seed stands in contrast, not, as before, with 

the serpent’s seed, but with the serpent itself. If, then, we were 

compelled previously, in the antithesis to the serpent’s seed as a 
plurality, to regard the woman’s seed collectively, we must here, 
in logical strictness, in antithesis to the serpent as an individual, 
regard the woman’s seed as an individual. Over against the one 
serpent stands the woman’s seed as a unity, an individual; over 

against the serpent’s seed stands the woman’s seed as a multitude.’ 

1 Thus the LXX. early reasoned. For it is noteworthy in the highest degree that 
although previously they translate: dv puloov rod otpuaros cov nal ave mécoy Tod 
cxtpuaros avers, they forthwith proceed, not «7s, but (according to the unanimously 
attested reading) aiecés (therefore not +é crtpua as a collective, but +d rtpux as an 
individual) cov rupiccs xe@aayv. Joh. Gerhard, Comm. super Genesin. p. 107, seeks 
to deduce an argument for the position that the woman’s seed in the Protevangelium 
is to be understood povorpscarws xai tuxas, in individuo de solo Christo, ex oppo- 
sitione, because in parte hujus vaticinii posteriore semini mulieris non opponitur semen 

serpentis, sed ipse serpens in individuo. But the argument loses in conclusiveness, 
because Gerhard glides too easily over the opposition of the serpent’s seed to the 
woman’s seed in the first clause with the words: ‘‘In priori quidem membro semini 
mulieris opponitur semen serpentis, i.e. Diabolus cum omnibus asseclis, sed in hac 

oppositione non praecise ad vocum significata, sed ad rem ipsam respiciendum. Unus 
Messias toti infernalium hostium catervae opponitur.” When the Roman Vulgata, 
derived from later codices, reads: ‘‘ Ipsa conteret caput tuum,” a translation which 
has been combated by Luther in his Comm. on Gen., and again with special thorough- 
ness by Joh. Gerhard, ibid. (comp. also Calov, Bibl. illustr., here), this reading has 
acquired special interest in modern days, because, as is well known, modern Jesuitism 

has based the Scripture proof of the immaculate conception of the Virgin Mary, the 
serpent-conqueror, upon this reading exclusively. A striking evidence of what 
immeasurable dogmatic importance for Catholicism is the Vulgata in contrast with 
the original text, but at the same time a providential warning to Protestantism not 
to reply to the Catholic substitution in the Protevangelium of the Virgin Mary by a 
substitution of humanity in the place of Christ (comp. even Calvin, Jnst. lib. ii. 
c. 13, §2: ‘* Non de uno duntaxat Christo illic sermo habetur, sed de toto genere 

humano”), 
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Now, what kind of individual is he who shall trample on the 
serpent’s head, ie. triumph over Satan? He is a seed of the 
woman. Here we shall be still less justified than before in 
understanding by this a child of God in the sense of one born of 
woman, and spiritually born again of God, the woman’s seed 
standing here in contrast not with the serpent’s sced, i.e. those 
born spiritually of Satan, but with the serpent itself. There is 
therefore no allusion whatever to spiritual offspring. Thus he 
will be a seed of the woman in the proper sense of the word. 
But how can a sinful seed of woman overcome the serpent when 
from his very birth he himself is overcome by the serpent? He 
will be then no sinful, but a holy seed of woman, yet not, as we 
saw, one made holy by regeneration, but holy from his very birth ; 
therefore a supernatural and miraculous, though true and actual 
seed of woman. Nay, we must go further, and conclude that, 

since Satan is the adversary who opposes God, and can only be 
overcome by the Lord God, who alone can abolish the sin and 
death that Satan brought into the world, and thereby strip Satan 
himself of his power and dominion, it follows that the Lord God 
Himself, as one born of woman, and on this very account a seed 

of woman,—holy, miraculous, supernatural,—will trample on the 

serpent’s head. Moreover, man was already vanquished. There- 
fore, if a mere man were destined to achieve the victory, the 

promise on this side also had stood on doubtful ground. The 
enigma proposed before now resolves itself. The woman’s seed, 
as an individual, stands in such close union with the woman’s seed 

as a collective, that we may pass from the latter to the former as 
matter of course. “I will put enmity between thee and the 
woman, and between thy seed and her seed (collective) ; he (as an 
individual) shall bruise thy head.” Now for the first time we 
perceive why the collective woman’s seed denotes the church of 
God’s children, namely, because, standing in union with this 

individual seed of woman, it has itself become a holy seed. It 
now bears the name and nature of that holy seed of woman, just 
as the church of Christ is itself called Christ (1 Cor. xii. 12). 
The individual seed of woman is God’s Son, therefore is the 

collective seed that stands in union with Him, the church of 

God’s children. In 1 John ii. 29 also a birth from Christ is 
spoken of, and in iii) 8-10 God’s children born from Christ are 

opposed to the devil’s children. Was not the Apostle Paul, then, 
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right in saying in the Galatian epistle: “ He saith not: To thy 
seeds, as of many; but as of one, And to thy seed, which is 

Christ”? He says exactly the same of the church as the body 
that is said in the Protevangelium, passing over to Christ as the 
Head, and we see how He associated the seed promised to 

Abraham with the seed of the Protevangelium.' 
We have been hitherto engaged merely with the second and 

third clauses of our text. But in the first clause it is said: 
“ And I will put enmity between thee and the woman.” The 
serpent is hostile to the woman, because the woman’s seed will 
prove too strong for it. As the woman succumbed to the 
temptation of the serpent, so, too, from the woman victory over 
the serpent is to proceed. With the man the serpent had 
nothing to do directly, but only with the woman. Hence the 
woman only, not the man, is opposed to the serpent. The woman, 
without the man, brought ruin; from the woman, without the 
man, comes salvation. The woman stood in Paradise face to face 

with the serpent as a chaste virgin, for only after the Fall is it 
said, Gen. iv. 1 : “ And Adam knew his wife.” And so also the 

woman, when placed by God in the Protevangelium face to face 
with the serpent as the channel of salvation, was still a chaste 
virgin. From a chaste virgin, therefore, without man, was the 

blessed seed, the serpent conqueror, to take his birth. This 
mystery Isaiah, by the Spirit, knew and indicated when he said, 
vii. 14, not as Luther renders, “ Behold, @ Virgin,” but with the 

article : “ Behold, the Virgin (nobyn) is with child, and shall bring 
forth a son, whom they shall call Immanuel !” 

1 When Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, I. 576, dismisses the exposition of the Protevan- 

gelium, given above, with the words: ‘‘To pass by in entire silence the impossible 
notion that 47} was meant to be a collective, the church of believers, and on the 

other hand N37, relating thereto, an individual, namely Christ,” this is merely a 
dismissal, not a reply. The possibility of our view lies precisely in the uniqueness of 

the relation that this individual bears to this collective, which may be described as a 
relation of identity. Delitzsch, Comm. zu Genesis, p. 182, pronounces judgment 
more cautiously. He says: ‘ As the serpent’s seed has its unity in Satan, it is to be 
presumed that the woman’s seed, that overcomes the former, will have a person as a 
point of unity,—a presumption that, as we gladly concede to Philippi, was the more 
natural, as in this second clause 8377 has as its antithesis not the serpent’s seed, but 
the serpent, and in the serpent Satan.” No doubt this concession is partially with- 
drawn in what immediately follows, and the sharp distinction between collective and 
individual again disappears. Even in the reasoning of Keil here we desiderate point 
and definiteness. 
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We return, finally, to the third clause. We have, in the 

first instance, only taken into consideration its first half: “ He 
shall strike or crush thy head.” The second half runs: “ And 
thou shalt strike his heel, or crush him on the heel.” Thus 

the serpent-conqueror will not, without suffering, win the victory 
over the serpent. But we saw that on the one side the serpent’s 
bite on the heel is deadly, and, on the other, that the con- 

trast of heel and head, the heel only being struck, denotes the 

infliction of a curable wound. We have thus a death that is yet 
no death. And while the woman’s seed tramples on the serpent’s 
head, the serpent pierces him in the heel. Both meet together 
in the same moment of time, the death of the serpent abiding in 
death, and the death of the serpent-conqueror, which yet is no 
death. “The day that thou eatest thereof,” the Lord had said, 

“thou shalt die the death.” By means of its temptation, the 
serpent had brought death into the world. Therefore must death 
be carried into effect in the woman and all her race. Even the 
serpent-conqueror must succumb to death, but, in order to van- 
quish death, retaliating and inflicting it on the serpent. There- 
fore must Jesus in the serpent’s form (the form of the guilty 
serpent’s seed) hang on the cross in order to vanquish the serpent 
(John ii. 14). The claim of the devil, death, must be met. An 
actual death, which yet is no death, but a vanquishing of death, 
a rising from the dead! When, therefore, the holy One succumbs 
to the death due only to the sinner, and yet vanquishes death, 
He endures it in the sinner’s stead, in his behoof to bring right- 
eousness and life to light. If the devil is a liar from the begin- 
ning, then is his adversary the true Prophet. If the latter, for 

our sake, endures the serpent’s sting, then is He our eternal High 
Priest. If He tramples on the serpent’s head, then is He the 
heavenly King. Thus in the Protevangelium is Christ’s three- 
fold office significantly intimated. “O the depth of the riches 
both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! Who hath 
known the mind of the Lord? or who hath been His coun- 
sellor ? or who will instruct Him? But we have the mind 
of Christ; and the Spirit searcheth all things, yea, the deep 
things of God.” 

We have considered the Protevangelium in the light of N. T. 
fulfilment, but we have inserted nothing not actually implied in 
the words. Directly after the fall of mankind, the Lord put forth 
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a holy enigma. The solution of the enigma is given only in 
Christ ; and now that the Lord has appeared, we are able to show 
how every other solution either explains away the enigma, ze. 
with rationalistic shallowness empties the words of all mysterious 
meaning, or at most but approaches the solution, without perfectly 

satisfying the enigma. In God’s wondrous wisdom, the enigma 
is so arranged that there is but one solution answering to the 
words perfectly and in every respect. It is here as with every 
ordinary enigma. One broods long on it, perhaps even approaches 
the meaning, but this and that word refuses to fall in with the 
solution, and the feeling remains of uncertainty whether the right 
one has been reached. But directly the right key is found it fits 
the lock exactly, and one says with joyous certainty : “ Yes, here is 
the real solution !” and is able to show how it suits the words of 
the enigma, however strictly taken. The Protevangelium is the 
bud, holding wrapped up in it the flower, Christ ; in Christ the 
flower has unfolded its perfect bloom and most glorious hues. 
When even Hengstenberg remarks, in reference to the interpre- 
tation of the majority of the ancient Christian, and especially 
Lutheran expositors, who by the seed of the woman expressly 
understood the Messiah, but certainly then exclusively, that by 
this explanation the gradual development of Messianic prediction 
so clearly evident in Genesis would be upset, that a gradual 
advance is just as obvious in the kingdom of grace as in the 
kingdom of nature, we may reply that the very characteristic of 
organic progress is this—that in every step of the development, ~ 
the whole, with all its parts and members, is involved and 
present, and this ever grows as a whole and reaches forward 
towards completeness. The child does not so grow, that, while 
the trunk is present, the head is only added in later years. But 
whoever finds expressed, in the first instance, in the Protevan- 
gelium merely, the antithesis of God’s church and Satan’s church, 
and then supposes the announcement of the personal Christ to be 
introduced in later ages, really believes in a body to which the 
head is added later. Or would this be an organic development, 
if for two thousand years and more divine revelation foretold 
merely a general victory of the kingdom of light over the kingdom 
of darkness, and then suddenly, we may say like a pistol-shot, 
either in Jacob’s blessing the Shiloh steps forth as the personal 
Messiah, or in Balaam’s oracle Jacob’s star, or in the prophecy of 
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Deuteronomy the prophet like unto Moses?’ We fear that 
the concessions made here to a spurious historico - genetic 
development will at last leave the conceders exposed without 
defence to all the consequences of this principle. We, too, 
have a historico- genetic development, but we believe the true 
instead of the false form, in which, in the very germ and root, 
all is wrapped up which subsequently in plant and tree comes 
forth in complete manifestation. “My ways are not your 
ways,” says the Lord ; “but high as the heaven is above the earth, 

so are my ways higher than your ways.” The Lord, in His 
dealings with mankind, proceeds by historical ways.; but they 
are divine, not merely human ways, that He takes with them,— 
really ways at once divine and human, whose essence consists in 
this, that they are neither wholly divine nor wholly human. 
Thus in the Protevangelium He made the actual historical occasion, 

the relation of the woman to the serpent, His starting-point, and 
shaped the language of His verbal announcement in exact corre- 
spondence with these relations; but, notwithstanding, in this 

prediction He reached forward across untold generations, and in 
the protevangelical enigma sketched completely the entire kingdom 
of God, as regards its head and members, up to its triumphant 
historical conclusion. On this divine enigma the studies of 
countless generations have been fixed, and will only be completed 
in the new heaven and new earth, where Satan, the great dragon, 
the old serpent, shall be utterly overthrown, the serpent-victor 
complete His conquest, the church of God triumph with Him, 

and the serpent-seed be consigned to its final doom. Until then 
it does not yet appear what we shall be, because as yet He has 
not appeared whom we shall be like, the seed of the woman, 
of whom it is said that we are of His flesh and of His bones,— 

He the head, we the members of His body,—we the seed of the 
woman because He is the seed of the woman, children of God 

because He is the Son of God. Until then it is still true: “ It 
is a great mystery, but I speak concerning Christ and the church,” 
Eph. v. 30-32. Until then, like the great fathers of our race, 
we still see through a glass in an enigma (6 écomtpov év 
atviypate), 1 Cor. xiii. 12. Just as the whole of divine revelation 

1 We, of course, acknowledge in the fullest degree the striking exposition of the 
Shiloh-prediction in Hengstenberg’s Christology, of the prediction of Balaam and 

of Deuteronomy in Kurtz’ History of the Old Covenant. 
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is seminally involved and compendiously summed up in the 
Protevangelium, so from it has the whole of O. T. prophecy, of 
course under the continuous supernatural inspiration of God’s re- 
vealing Spirit, been evolved, now this, now that aspect of prophecy 
being set in clearer relief. But to the original revelation no abso- 
lutely new elements have been added, just as invariably, in a really 
organic structure and course of development, nothing is evolved 
which is not to be found complete from the first in the germ. 

What degree of clearness and definiteness subjective knowledge 
of O. T. revelation attained in believers of the old covenant, it 

may be hard to determine. In the case of individuals, there must 
have been far greater differences in degree on this point than 
among believers of the new covenant ; and even in the same indi- 
vidual at different times, the light of knowledge must have shone 
with brighter or dimmer radiance. Less information is given in 
Scripture on the subject, because it has to do for the most part 
merely with describing the objective progress of revelation. But, 
on the whole, the stage of knowledge reached at any particular 
time must have corresponded to the receptiveness of the time. 
But with respect to whom should we assume a greater degree of 
receptiveness than in our first parents themselves,—the very ones 
who had fallen and been driven as exiles from Paradise to the 
curse-burdened earth, from life to death, from immediate converse 

with God to abandonment by God, from God’s image and like- 
ness to sin? How they must have longed and looked for some 
word of salvation and comfort from their God! After the Fall, 

indeed, the Lord only met them as a judge, and even the Prot- 
evangelium was merely. woven into the word of judgment uttered 
over the serpent, and on this account appeared in the very form 
of a penal sentence upon the serpent. But even in the judgment 
on their enemy, tempter, and destroyer they found wrapped up the 
salvation which, as we have seen, was expressed with sufficient 

definiteness in the Protevangelium. This word of comfort they 
bore with them from Paradise into exile. The Lord had vouch- 
safed it to them as a stay and staff, as bread and water of life, 
that they might not perish by the way. This was for them the 
law of the Lord upon which they meditated day and night; and 
who will determine the limits within which they penetrated into 
the meaning, so rich in mystery, of this wondrous enigma? Should 

we not perhaps gain some light on this subject by rendering 
Puiirrt, Rom. I. P 
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with Luther, should it appear improbable to render—v*s ‘M3? 
nim-ns : “T have the man, the Lord” ?* That in the Protevan- 
gelium the man the Lord, the God-man, is meant, we have 
seen. To Eve it was said that her seed should trample on the 
serpent’s head. Thus she was very likely to refer this to 
herself in a direct, not merely indirect sense. The birth of the 
firsts man must for her have been an overwhelming wonder. 
In her ecstasy of feeling she might easily overleap all bounds. 
She perhaps erred. Yet was her Magnificat a prophecy of that 
Maenificat of Mary which, unlike Eve’s, was no illusion, but 
issued in areal fulfilment. Eve, indeed, had yet to learn that the 
serpent-conqueror would not be born of a sinful seed, that the 
natural seed of woman is merely a seed of the serpent. And 
this she was to find out in the most bitter and painful form; for 
Cain was the head and ringleader of the serpent’s seed, was of 
the wicked one (1 John iii. 12), and as a fratricide imitated his 
father the devil, a murderer from the beginning. Thus must 
history and experience have led our first ancestors both negatively 
and positively to deeper and still deeper knowledge of the Prot- 
evangelium, for it began at once to be realized. In Cain and 
Abel the serpent’s seed and woman’s seed stood face to face as 
enemies. But the woman’s seed was God’s seed not by birth, 
but by faith in the future woman’s seed, who would be God’s 
seed by birth. And the woman’s seed here did not vanquish the 
serpent’s seed, but was vanquished and slain by it, so that longing 
and hope after the true woman’s seed, the victorious hero and 
serpent-conqueror, must have been heightened and fostered all 
the more. Just as in the Protevangelium the woman’s seed was 
only opposed to the serpent’s seed collectively, but the victory over 

the serpent itself was promised only to the woman’s seed as an 
individual, and therewith no doubt indirectly to the woman’s seed 
collectively, and as the woman’s seed collectively was made to pre- 
cede the woman’s seed as an individual,—so also was it to be in the 

historical development. Christ did not appear at the commence- 

‘Even Hofmann, Weiss. u. Hf. 1. 77, allows that the rendering : ‘‘ with the help 
of Jehovah,” is exposed to grammatical difficulties, as MN never, like DY, occurs in 

that meaning. He would translate : in presence of Jehovah, and explains, as it seems 
to us very artificially : ‘* Eve looked upon the birth of her son as an event happening 

in presence of Jehovah, in reference to Him, andis right in this ; itis a step in advance 
in her relation to Him.” Further, it is self-evident that our exposition of the Prot- 
evangelium does not stand or fall with the rendering and view of Gen. iv, 1 referred to, 

a : 

oe ee 

ee ee 



EXCURSUS TO CHAPTER IV. 22 

ment of human history to conquer Satan, but the individual seed of 
woman was preceded by the collective seed of woman. From the 
outset the human race parted into the race of Cainites and Sethites, 
who stood opposed as enemies, and certainly represented and pre- 
figured typically in the form of an historical process the actual 
appearance, and consequent upon this the perfectly victorious 
final conflict, of Christ with Satan himself. Thus typical predic- 
tion from the first went hand in hand with direct. Neither was 
prediction merely typical, nor even did direct prediction merely 
spring from typical; but, on the contrary, the direct preceded the 
typical, and the typical rested on the direct. The Protevangelium 
is direct prediction, occasioned, not directly caused, by actual his- 
torical relations, and in form and contents corresponding to them. 
It began to be realized in a provisional and imperfect way in the 
opposition of Cainites and Sethites, and this initial and imperfect 
realization was again a pledge and typical prediction, in fact, of 
the perfect realization which the directly prophetic Protevangelium 
was finally to receive. O.T. revelation shows us not merely the 
reflected image of the sun in terrestrial water, but the very sun in 
heaven itself. The former is merely the effect of the latter, and 
where the latter is wanting, the former vanishes. But prophecy 
raises our eyes from earth to heaven, and points to the original 
image from which the earthly image springs. No doubt the 
sun in heaven and the sun in water appear illusively alike. But 
the confusion of one with the other rests on mere deception. 
The former is recognised by its difference from the latter in 
dazzling splendour and genial warmth. The sun of righteous- 
ness arose in the morn of human history, in the Protevangelium 
it shines full upon us, still later it threw forth an image of itself 
in the national history of Israel, and rose higher and higher in 
the horizon until in canonical prophecy it attained its meridian. 
Direct prophecy thus preceded typical, and again also doubtless 
followed it, expounding the type and referring it back to its 
original. It is the beginning and the end which enclose the 
middle, the word of testimony of Him who is Alpha and Omega, 

and who was before Abraham not merely from eternity with the 
Father, but also in the word of prophecy, in the Protevangelium, 
the promise of the woman’s seed, the promise which later, as a 
promise of Abraham’s seed, blessed and blessing, passed over to 
Abraham himself, and was linked to his race. 
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HAVING now proved that righteousness availing before God comes 
not by works of the law, Jews, like Gentiles, being under sin, 

and that the law therefore brings only knowledge of sin, or 
declares the whole world guilty,—having explained, further, how 
justification is mediated only through faith in Christ, who by His 
blood atoned for our guilt, and that therefore, for Jews as for 

Gentiles, there is but one path of justification, namely, solely and 
exclusively faith in Him who was crucified and rose again for 
us, apart from all reference to natural descent, circumcision, and 
law,—and, finally, having confirmed these propositions by the 
example of Abraham and the testimony of David,—the apostle 
next describes, first of all, in v. 1-11 the blissful results of justi- 

fication, consisting in eipyvn mpos Tov Oedv and in the unalterably 
certain €Amis ths dd&ns Tod Oeod. Ini. 17 he had summed up 
his theme in the prophet’s words: 0 6€ dékavos éx mlatews EnoeTan. 
Having shown how éccatocvvy is only é« wictews, he next makes 
clear how, by this dicavoctvn éx tictews, Swy is rendered sure. 

Ver. 1. Arkawbévtes odv éx wictews| Having therefore been 
justified by farth, 2.e. we who have believed in Jesus Christ, even as 
iv. 23-25 prescribed such faith to us as the condition of justifica- 
tion. The ody thus draws an inference from iii, 21-iv. 25 with 
special allusion to iv. 23-25. Following immediately on dia thy 
Sixatwow ip. iv. 25, SiarwOévtes is placed at the head of the 
sentence with triumphant emphasis. As the apostle previously, 
while dealing with the world of Gentiles and Jews, kept himself 
in the background, so now he stands consciously within the circle 
of the Christian church, Hence, from this point forward, we 
and you. 

—elpnynv éxomwev pos Tov Oedov] we have peace with respect to 
God, in relution to God. Luther: “we have peace with God.” 

Eipyynv rovetcbar, éxew, aye, mpos (cum) denotes the relation 
of peace in which one party stands towards another, or each 

towards the other. Expositors quote, as parallel passages from 
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profane authors, Herod. viii. 7, 8: dvti modéuou pev eipnvyy 
éyovtes mpos Oeovs; Diod. Sic. xxi. 12: ’AyaGoxdijs . .. wordy 
xpovov .. . cipnvevov mpos Kapyndovious; Plato, de Rep. v. 445: 
elpyvnv Tmpos GAXAjAous of avdpes aEovow. Comp. also Acts ii. 47: 
éxovres yap Tpos drov Tov Naov ; xxiv. 16. By ecpyvy then here, 
we are not to understand subjective peace of soul, tranquillitas 
animt, pax conscientiae ; for it were incongruous to associate 
the element of external relation with a mental state so purely in- 
ternal as this. In the latter meaning we may rightly say e¢pnvnv 
éyewv absolutely (ii. 10, viii. 6, xiv. 17,xv.13); edpjvnv éxew ao 
Gcod, i. 7; 1 Cor. i. 3, etc.; % elpyvn Tod Peod (genit. autor.), Phil. 
iv. 7; tod Xpiocrod, Col. iii. 15; or év Xpior@, John xvi. 33, but 
never eip. éy. mpos Tov Oeov. The latter denotes not a mental state, 
but a relation of man to God. And, indeed, in this passage the 

relation consists not in the reciprocal removal of divine opy% and 
human éy@pa, but simply in the removal of the former. This is 
shown not only by the connection of thought in vv. 1-11,—which 
is not yet concerned with the sphere of the dyiacpos that is 
identical with the removal of the éy@pa, but with the sphere of 
ihacpos and Sixaiwows,—but also, and chiefly, by ver. 9, where 
dixarwbévtes viv év TO alpate avTov, cwoOncopcba Sv adTov amo 
THs opyns glances back illustratively to SicawwOévtes ody éx 
TicTews, elpnvny &xouev mpos Tov Gedy, ver. 1. In this objective 
sense of removal of the divine opy7, e¢pyvn stands also in Eph. 
li. 14, 15 (comp. at least Harless, zbid., and Col. i. 20). While, 
no doubt, the cancelling of the opyi Geod really took place before 
through the atonement, and in the act of justification we actu- 
ally received this deliverance from divine wrath, still withal it is 
a permanent consequence of justification, masmuch as by justifica- 
tion we are brought into the state in which the dydin Tod Oeov 
(ver. 5) rests continually upon us instead of the former dpy7. The 

cancelling of opy7 past is the pledge of escape from that to come. 
But then, of course, this e¢pyjvn cannot but mirror itself in sub- 
jective eipyvy. Our peace with or before God, i.e. the peace that 
God has and holds with us, has necessarily inward peace of soul 
for its result. Here, therefore, it is not yet, as in viii. 2 ff., the 

removal of our éy@pa against God that is meant, but only the 
removal of the éy@pa (comp. on ver. 10), the épy7 of God against 
us. Not the sanctifying, but the saving and gladdening results of 
justification are depicted vv. 1-11. In this entire chapter the 
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apostle does not as yet quit the subject of the objective aspect—so 
wondrous and rich in comfort—of the doctrine of atonement and 

justification, but first of all, by unfolding their blessed effects, 
leads us to a more profound insight into their nature. For this 
reason we must regard as out of place and untenable the reading 
—supported, certainly, by weighty though not preponderant 

evidence—which Lachmann has received in spite of its rejection 
by most expositors, and which arose, probably, from the ecclesi- 

astical, hortatory employment of this passage, viz.: elpyvnv éywpmev 

mpos Tov Oeov, let us (by abstaining from sin, or by a life well- 
pleasing to God, or by remaining truly devoted to Christ) maintain 
peace with God. If our peace with God consist in the removal of 
divine wrath, it is not we that can, but God that must maintain 

peace. Only the maintenance of faith, not of peace, belongs to 
man. Moreover, the apostle cannot exhort us to maintain peace 
with God, because he has not yet spoken at all of our having peace 
with God. What we are to maintain we must first have. And 
it is just this, that we have peace, which is expressed by the 
indicative éyouev. Comp. also with this passage Isa. xxxii. 17: 
pieyi Hpiya nvyo mM, and the work of righteousness is peace. 

—6ia Tod Kupiov iuav “Incod Xpictod] Jesus Christ, by His 
atoning death, mediated this peace with God, or rather He con- 
tinually mediates it for us ; for the love of God abiding upon the 
Beloved, Eph. i. 6, abides also continually upon us, the righteous- 
ness of the Beloved being ours through faith. 

Ver. 2. 60° ob Kai] through whom also. kat is not intensive, 
Tpocaywyn eis THY xapw being not something higher, but the 
ground of the e¢pyvn. 

—THv Tpotaywyny CoV nKapEV TH WioTeL els THY xapuw TavTny | 

The expression yew tiv mpocaywynv occurs only again in Eph. 
1. 18, i. 12, both times in the intransitive sense access (not wtro- 

duction). So, therefore, here. Vulg.: accesswm.' In no passage 
are we to think of the usage in despotic courts of mediated access 
to the sovereign through the subordinate and often even infamous 
person of a mpocaywyeds, sequester, admissionum magister, ad- 

1 Meyer, indeed, has again defended introduction as the invariable meaning of 

the word ; but he himself concedes, in Herod. ii. 58, processions as at least a derived 
meaning. It is there said: Mavnyvpis 08 apu xual rouras xual rpocaywyas rpuros avOpo— 

rwv Aiytarriol cis of romocutver. The conjunction with ravnydpis and rourds favours 

the intransitive meaning. Comp. Schweigh. ad loc. ; Hesychius, ‘‘ rpoceyoynh est 
mpectatvors, recte: accessio, nempe ad deorum aras, supplicatio,” and Mehring, p. 464, 
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missionalis. The word itself does not suggest this; and the 
comparison, as taken from heathen antiquity, is far-fetched, and, 

moreover, ignoble. But access is mediated for us by the atoning 
passion of Christ, 1 Pet. ii. 18. In the other passages the 
mpocaywyy is mpos Tov Oedv, here eis THY yapw TtavTnv; for it is 
out of the question to make these last words depend on TH miotev: 
through faith in this grace, for this reason, that while indeed it is 
said miotis eis Tov KUpLoV, ets Xptotov, Acts xx. 21, xxiv. 24, the 
expression es 7v xdapw is without any N. T. analogy. ydpus 
here can only be the grace of justification, for no other ydpis was 

spoken of so far, iii. 24. The reference of yapss to e¢pyvn, ver. 1, 
would give a meaningless tautology, or at least a flat, nugatory 

sense: “We have eipyvn through Christ, through whom also we 

have had access to eépyvn.” Rather the sense is: “Justified 

through faith, we have eépyvn through Christ, through whom also 
we have had access to the grace of justification.” 1H miotes, 
indeed, is wanting in good authorities, and is erased by Lach- 
mann; but it was perhaps omitted originally for the purpose 
of ensuring the connection of Tv mpocaywyny with es thy ydpw. 
The reading é¢v TH wicte owes its origin simply to dittography 
(coynxapEN ’EN). miotis is here specified, as in Eph. iii. 12, 
as the condition of mpocaywyn, comp. Heb. xi. 6: muctetoa yap 
Sef Tov Tpocepyopevov TH Ged. The unusual dative 7H riote:, 
through faith, comp. iii. 28, is chosen instead of d:a ths wiotews, - 
in order to avoid the iteration of dvd, which has just preceded. 
eoxynxapev, we have had, comp. 2 Cor. i. 9, ii. 12, vii. 5, in con- 
trast with éyouev, ver. 1. Therefore it is not =habemus, not = 

nactt sumus et habemus, but habuimus, i.e. when we became believers. 

For justification is complete directly we believe. We have had 
(€oxnkapev) access to the divine grace of which, as justified, we 
are partakers, and have (€youev) now peace with God. tavrnv 
implies a triumphant allusion to the glorious grace at present 
existing. 

—é€v 4) étynxaper]| in which (namely, grace) we stand, i.e. stand 
firm, abide continually, which we possess inalienably, John viii. 44; 
1 Cor. xv. 1; 2 Cor. 1. 24; Eph. vi. 13; 1 Pet.v.12. “Postea 

subjicit continuo, ejusdem gratiae tenore fieri, ut firma stabilisque 
salus nobis maneat: quo significat, perseverantiam non in virtute 
industriave nostra, sed in Christo fundatam esse,” Calvin. 

—xal xavy@pela xtr.] adds a new leading idea, on which 
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account the sentence is more aptly joined to elpyvnv exopev KTH, 
ver. 1, than to the subordinate sentence év 4 éornxapyev. The 

consequence of justification is first present edpjvn; next, the hope 
of future d0fa. KavyadoOar is not merely = to rejoice, but = to glory. 
But joyous glorying in a blessing that is the gift of grace is at the 
same time praise of this divine grace itself. Bengel observes, 
very acutely: “ xavyope0a, gloriamur, novo ac vero modo, conf. 

iii. 27,” although the apostle has not positively indicated this 
antithesis. 
—ér édrids] propter spem. éri, with the dative in verbs of 

emotion, serves to specify the reason. So yeddav, péya gppoveiv, 

paiverOa, ayavaxtely éri tw. As here, so also in LXX. Ps. 

xlix. 6, Wisd. xvii. 7, Ecclus. xxx. 2, xavyao@ae éi Tw is used. 
Elsewhere in the N. T. is only found the construction cavyaoOat 
év tivt, ti, 17, 23, v. 3, 11, etc.; bmép twos, 2 Cor. vii. 14, ix. 2, 
xii. 5; and qepé twos, 2 Cor. x. 8; also kavyao@ai tu, 2 Cor. 

xi. 30. The cavynpa tis éXzridos is spoken of also Heb. iii. 6. 
—rhs d0&ns Tod Geov] Luther: “the future glory which God is 

to give.” Then the expression would be parallel with péAAovca 
Sofa atroxarugOhvar eis tas, viii. 18, and the genitive Tod Geod, 
genit. autoris. So John xii. 43: jyarncay yap tiv So€av tav © 
avOpeTov padrov, irep THY So€av Tov Geod. But in the latter 
passage, the honour which God gives stands in contrast with the 
honour which men give; whereas in this passage, that God confers 

do€a would be a predicate of dc£a of little significance, because 
self-evident. For this reason it is preferable to interpret do&a 
tov GQeod of the glory that God Himself has, of the glory of God 
in which believers are one day to share, comp. John xvii. 22, 
1 Thess. ii. 12, Rev. xxi. 11, where the seer beholds the holy city 
Jerusalem descending from heaven éyovoav tHv do€av tod Geo. 
2 Pet. i. 4 also affords illustration, where it is said that we are to 

be Gelas Kowwvol dicews ; and 1 John iii. 2: oidapev Sé, Ott éav 
havepwOh, uovor av’t@ éoouefa. Melanchthon: “ quod Deus sit 
nos gloria sua aeterna ornaturus, ie. vita aeterna et communica- 
tione sui ipsius.” “ Atqui hic evertuntur,” says Calvin, “ pestilen- 
tissima duo sophistarum dogmata, alterum, quo jubent Christianos 
esse contentos conjectura morali in percipienda erga se Dei gratia, 
alterum, quo tradunt omnes esse incertos finalis perseverantiae. 
Atqui nisi certa in praesens intelligentia, et in futurum constans 
ac minime dubia sit persuasio: quis gloriari auderet?” But the 
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eround of our Kcavynous, and of the édmls tis d0£&ns, lies in the 
eipvn mpos Tov Oeov, which we have as being justified. 

Vv. 3, 4 carry to a climax the last thought of ver. 2. The 

Kavynows of Christians takes place not only on account of the 
érmis of future Sofa, but even on account of present sufferings, 
of course only in so far as the latter enhance the former éAmis. 
ov povoy 6é] We must not supply todto which the apostle would 
have added, but repeat from ver. 2: kavywpela én’ édride Tis 
doEns tod Ocod.. Comp. ov povoy 6é, ver. 11, viii. 23, ix. 10; 

2 Cor. vill, 19. And not only do we boast of the hope of future 
glory,—arra Kal Kavy@pcba év tals Or¥Apecw] but we boast of 
tribulations also, which is saying far more, the unbeliever usually 

murmuring at these, and allowing himself to sink under them. 
Thus the antithesis év tats OXipeow must be made dependent 
on Kavyopea: gloriamur de calamitatibus, not: gloriamur in 
calamitatibus, so that only the situation would be indicated in 
which the boasting occurs. That cavyacOar év Tove, to boast on 
account of a thing, is in the N. T. the most common construction 
used with xavydo@au, see on ver. 2. Concerning such xavynous 
of believers in tribulation, comp. Matt. v. 10,12; Acts v. 41; 

1 Pet. iv. 12,13. Paul himself glories in his do@éverar, 2 Cor. 

xi. 30, xii, 9. But while such glorying excludes neither the 
painful sense of sufferings nor occasional despondency, both are 
overcome by the believing assurance of the salutary nature of 
sufferings. “ Ubicunque enim profectus est salutis,” says Calvin, 
“jllic non deest gloriandi materia.” Not sufferings simply are the 
object of glorying, but the fruit of sufferings, namely, the pledge 
they contain of the hope of glory. 

—«iddtes] knowing, being certain, states the reason of the 
glorying, 1 Cor. xv. 58; 2 Cor. i. 7, iv. 14; Eph. vi. 9. The 
following words: 671 4 OdApis. . . ob KaTacoxydver, form a climax, 
vill. 29 ff, x. 14 ff; 2 Pet.i5 ff. Believers glory in tribulations, 
not so much because they work éropovny and Soxiunv, as because 
they work édisa, fjtus ob Kataoxves, the last and highest issue 
of their influence. 

— ot ) Ordpus vropovny Katepyafera] This takes place, of 
course, only in the case of those justified by faith; but in their 
case, as long as they are such, takes place without fail. dropovr) 
is not so much patientia, patience, i.e. quiet submission to evil 
(avéyecOat), as rather constantia, perseverantia, stabilis permansio, 
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endurance, stedfastness (wévewv), comp. ii. 7; Matt. x. 22, xxiv. 13; 
2 Tim. ii. 12; Heb. x. 36, and Luke xxii. 28: of dvapepevnndtes 
pet euod év Tois mecpacpuots. This very constantia in suffering, 
which is a higher grace than patientia, works Soxipmy] “we. 

indolem spectatam, tried fidelity, approval. Just so 2 Cor. ii 9, 
ix. 13; Phil. ii. 22. Only through tzopovy does Soxipy arise, 
for if dmopovn fail to hold out, the man becomes an dddKipos. 
Hence it is not correct to say that endurance merely makes 
known tested character, but does not produce it. Only out of 
perfected d7rowovyn springs Soxiuy, the latter thus being the result, 
not merely the manifestation of the former. The radical meaning 
of doxin is testing (1 Cor. xi. 28; 2 Cor. viii. 2), then the word 
denotes the testing borne = tried worth, approval. This signification 
is required in the present passage by the connection, and cannot 
be rendered with Grotius: “exploratio sui ipsius,” and still less 
with Luther : experience, probably as “ experientia bonitatis Dei,’ as 
Calvin also explains. If it is said in Jas. i. 3: To doxiusov buadv 
THs TloTews KaTepyateTa UTrouovny, this does not contradict the 
present passage, for dox/usov is= means of proof, or = Soximacia, 
proof, whose effect is Soxyun as approval.  Soxip.ov therefore 
corresponds to Otis in this passage, which as the means of 
testing or test of mlotis here, as there, trouovny Katepyaterar. 
3ut the state of approval, as observed, is nothing but the test 
borne. If, then, the proof is a proof of faith, the state of approval 
is nothing but the proof of faith borne, the final approval of 

faith, comp. 1 Pet. i 7. In the present passage, also, doxyun is 
perhaps to be taken as Soxyun miotews. Such final approval of 
faith Paul affirms of himself, 2 Tim. iv. 7: tov ay@va Tov KadXov 
jyovicpat, Tov Spopov TeTérexa, THY mloTW TeTHpnKa. How 
Orbis perfects mwicres is explained at length in Rom. viii. 35-39. 
—7 6é Soxiuy édrida] sc. THs SdEns Tod Geod, ver. 2. Thus 

éxmis returns in a circle upon itself. “In orbem redit oratio,” 
Bengel. In the consciousness of the dpy Gcod removed, justifying 
faith produces éAmls tijs Sofns, and faith, approved by stedfast 

fidelity in tribulation, merges in a higher and enhanced measure 
of this édwis. Therefore faith tested and approved produces 
hope in enhancing and confirming it; for in the spiritual life 
every enhancement and confirmation is at the same time a fresh 
act of production. Comp. on iv. 15, and John ii. 11: émicrevoay 
els avtov of pwantat avtov, where the faith of the disciples, 

a 
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already existing, is produced by the miracle of Jesus, in so far as 
by the miracle it is heightened and corroborated. We find a state- 
ment analogous to this passage in meaning, Jas. i. 12: paxdptos 
damp ds vmopéver Tepacuoy STL Sdxywos yevowevos AjeTae Tov 
orépavor Tis Sans, dv émnyyetNato 6 KUpLos Tols ayaTaow avTov. 
Here, in like manner, OAs (aetpacpos) produces wopovr), 
bmopov"n—Ooxtpn (Sdxiuos yevouevos), Soxipn—éAris (Ajretac 
atéhavov Tis Cwhs). Also, while in the passage in James fw7) 

appears as the reward of dyazn, not as the immediate possession 
of simple wiotis, or of mriatis approved by fidelity in tribulation, 
the expression éwnyyetNato indicates that this reward is to be 
regarded merely as a reward of grace. And in point of fact, the 
inheritance that belongs to the children aiready by right of birth, 
is withal a superabundant reward of their obedience attested 
by love,—a reward of their obedience, in so far as by disobedi- 
ence their birthright might have been forfeited,—a reward of grace, 
in so far as their obedience is full of defect and imperfection. 
Comp. on ii. 6, 

Ver. 5. 7 Sé eAmrls od Katarcydver] 4 €Xzis cannot be put for 
avTn 7) éAmwis =“ a hope attested by stedfastness under tribulation, 
therefore a hope established.” Rather 1 éAmis stands in exact 
parallelism with the preceding phrases, ) Odinus, 4 vropovn, 7 
Soxyim. In all these words the article points back to the same 
substantive standing before without article (iii. 30). Therefore 
7 eAzris, in distinction from éAris, is simply =spes, quam dizi, 
the hope just mentioned, 

—ov xatacyvve] makes not ashamed, i.e. deceives not (v3, 
PASO Ps: exixy 116; and: Heclusy) 1110),.comp.) 1x33," x. 11 
(after LX X. Isa. xxvi.16). For whoever is deceived in his hope 

blushes for shame. “ Habet certissimum salutis exitum,’ Calvin. 

“Nec fallet, spes erit res,” Bengel. The reason why the hope of 
future glory does not deceive the believer, does not suffer him to 

be put to shame, is stated in the words 671 7) dyamn . . . Hiv. 
—1) aydrn tod Oeod] The genitive tod Oeod is genit. subject., 

not genit. object. Not: the love that we have to God (so wrongly 
Theodor., Pelag., August., Bernhard, Anselm, several Socinians and 

Catholics, the latter of amor infusus, also Umbreit here, and Hof- 

mann, Schrifibew. 2 Aufl. I. 525), but: the love that God has to us 
(so Orig., Chrys., Ambros., Theophyl., Luther, Melanchthon, Calvin, 

the older Protestant, and nearly all modern interpreters). The 
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latter signification is proved by the epexegetical 8th verse 
(suvictnot Tiv éEavToD ayaTny els Hwas Oo eds). It is the aydrn 
Tod Oeod 7) é€v Xpiot@ Inzod, viii. 39, comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 14. Not 

our love to God, but God’s love to us, is therefore alleged here as 
the basis of our hope. 

—€xxéyvtat év tais Kapdiats judy] We are not to suppose 
an attraction out of éxKxéyvtat eis Tas Kapdias tudv, Kal éore 
(evoixet) €v cvTais, Winer, p. 516. The Greeks, like the Latins, 

could think, for example, of wine as poured both into a glass and 
in a glass. So Suetonius says, Galba, c. 20: “amputatum caput 
in loco abjicere,’ which might also be expressed as in locum. So, 
as is well known, the Latins say simply: ponere in loco. Comp. 
LXX. Ps. xlv. 2: é&eyvOn yadpis év yxeiXeoi cov. Love is poured 
out into the heart, ze. it is shed abroad in the heart. In 

éxxéo, as in the Latin effundere, in the German auschiitten, pour 

forth, lies the notion of abundance, fulness. Comp. Acts x. 45: 
éTu Kal emi Ta EOvy 7) OwpEd Tod Gyiov mvetpaTtos éxKéxuTat, Tit. 
iii. 6, where wAovoiws is expressly added. So, too, the Heb. 
7Y, Ezek. xvi. 36. Thus God’s love has not merely dropped on 
us as dew, but like a stream has been poured into our hearts, it 
is shed abroad in our hearts, Isa. xliv. 3; Tob. iv. 17; Ecclus. 

i. 9; Acts ii, 17, x. 45; John vii. 38, 39. But the love of God 
is poured into our hearts in so far as by faith we have an assured 
consciousness of this love, as we find ourselves in possession of it, 
1 John iv. 9, 16. Strikingly Calov: “quae charitus effusa in 
nobis non qua inhaesionem subjectivam, sed qua manifestationem et 
qua effectum vel senswm ejusdem in cordibus nostris effusum.” 
The objection that, according to this view, the certainty of God’s 
love is made interchangeable with God’s love itself, is nothing to 
the point ; for in the faith that grasps the love of God, not only the 
certainty, but also the actual possession of this love is involved. 

— oid Tvevpatos aylov Tod Sobévros 7yiv] As the Holy Ghost 
is the cause, so also is He the fruit of faith—He is given to 
believers. “Datum praeterea hune Spiritum dicit,’ remarks 
Calvin, “gratuita scilicet Dei bonitate erogatum, non autem 
redditum nostris meritis.”. But then the first effect of the Holy 
Spirit’s working is, that the believer learns through Him the 
abounding love which God feels towards him in Christ Jesus. 
Accordingly, the mwvedwa appears here, not as appaBov, as in 
2 Cor. v. 5, Eph. i. 14, but as ¢estis, comp. vill. 15, 16: éAaPere 
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mvedua viobectas, év © Kpatopuev' ABB, 6 matnp! AdTo TO TrEdua 
cuUppapTupEel TO TrevpaTe Huov, OTs eopev Téxva Geod ; Gal. iv. 6. 
Thus we see that the apostle, although he contemplates the hope 

of eternal life as enhanced by stedfastness and fidelity in suffer- 
ing, is so far from regarding this stedfastness and fidelity as 
an adequate ground of this hope, that, on the contrary, he puts 
forward as the sufficient and certain basis of our hope of future 
glory, not our love to God attested by fidelity, but God’s love to 
us, resting on Christ’s atoning death. The idea worked out in 
vv. 1—5 is therefore as follows: He that is justified by faith has 
nothing more to fear from God’s wrath, this being cancelled 
through Jesus Christ. On the contrary, he enjoys the hope of 
future glory. Even tribulations cannot rob him of this hope, but 
only heighten and strengthen it; for by the Holy Spirit he is 
assured of the love of God towards him, so that even tribulations 

no longer appear to him a manifestation of divine wrath, and can 
no longer make his faith stagger. The God who from pure love 
to sinners sent His Son to make atonement, when they have 
become objects of grace and established in faith through tribula- 
tion, will the more assuredly bless them with eternal happiness. 

Ver. 6. The love of God is demonstrated (yap) by the fact of 
Christ’s atoning death for us when we were without God. étu yap 
Xpictos dvtwv jay acGevav| Some expositors take étu ydp in 
the sense of insuper, porro, moreover (but this would be ére 

5é, Heb. xi. 36), or of adeo enim, quin etiam, for even, nay even 
(but this would be cat ydp or adda Kai). Rather ver. 8: éte 
dpapToray dvtwv nuav, shows that we must connect together 
éte dvT@V Hua acbevay. For when we were still without strength, 
Christ, etc. Such a hyperbaton is not by any means unknown, 
especially with é7. Expositors quote Eurip. Orest. v. 416: &«rov 
TOO Huap' Ere Tupa Oepun tapov; Achill. Tat. v.18: éyw Sé ere 
co. Tadta ypddw mapOGévos; comp. Winer, p. 692, and Luke 
xv. 20: ére 6€ avtod waxpay arréyovtos. The needless difficulty 
caused by the order of the words provoked corrections. Hence 
some codices read el'ye yap, others ets ti yap, instead of érz yap, 
and place the éz after do@ev@v. The latter is even done by some 
manuscripts which retain érs ydp at the head of the sentence, 
either blending the true reading with a portion of the correction, 
or even borrowing the second étz from the Lectionaries, which 
in like manner read é€te after acOevdv, because the old church- 
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lection began with Xpicros. Griesbach has therefore received 
this repetition of érs wrongly; Lachmann, indeed, scarcely rightly. 
aoOevns never signifies anything but imbecillis, infirmus, weak, 
either 7@ cowmats, where it is used either of physical weak- 
ness or sickness, or T@ vdw of mental weakness, Tots yprpace 
of poverty, 7 miotes, Rom. iv. 19, xiv. 1, and in many other 
relations. What the relation is, is indicated in each case by 
express addition or by the context. Here manifestly spiritual 
weakness, the weakness of sin, is spoken of. Comp. hr XXX1li. 
24: “No inhabitant shall say, I am weak (sick, mm? om), for the 
people that dwell therein shall be forgiven their sin ;” li. 4: 
ivy aa aven, LXX.: tds duaprias juaev déper; Matt. viii, 17: 
tas acbevelas Huav éhaBe; Matt. xxvi. 41; Heb. iv. 15. Sin 
in this passage is represented as weakness, helplessness, in con- 
trast with the strengthening love of God. But the expression 
aaGevns here may possibly be chosen in allusion to the contents 
of vv. 2, 3. The justified one has cavynow in the consciousness 
of God’s love; the sinner has dc @évecav, which calls for the strong 
help of love. The former has strong confidence in the ayamn and 
d0&a Oeod ; the latter, on the other hand, is weak and fearful from 

dread of the dpyi Qeod and KdAacts ai@vios. Comp. 1 Cor. i. 3: 
cv acbeveia kal év PoBw Kal év Tpoum, and Heb. ii. 15. aoOevas, 
therefore, of itself is neither = adoeBys, which follows presently, nor 
= dpaptwros, ver. 8. Rather it denotes a condition of helpless- 
ness and spiritual dread as the consequence of doéBea and 
dpaptia. Least of all do we need the correction a@éwy for 
ac bevov. 

—KaTa Kkaipov tTép aceBv aréBave] Some interpreters wish 
to join kata Ka.pov with étt = étu Téws, Ere TOTE, adhuc co tempore, 
adhuc tum, still at the time when we were weak. But the separa- 
tion in the order of the words tells against this, and also in that 
case kata kacpov would be a useless addition. Others join it with 
acbevav. So Luther: “ When in accordance with the period we 
were still weak.” Kata xaipov would then be=pro temporum 
ratione, secundum rationem temporis, in so far as in the period 
before the advent of Christ we could not be otherwise than weak. 
But this would imply an inappropriate apology for the acGéveva, 
diametrically opposed both to the spirit of the passage and the 
teaching of the apostle. xatda xapov must accordingly be joined 
with dié@ave. It may then be explained after Phavorinus: kata 

ae 

er = eee ee 
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Tov evKalpov Kal TpoonKovTa KaLpov, at the proper time, tempore 
opportuno, the opposite of mapa Karpov, praeter opportunitatem, 
tempore alieno, Heb. xi. 11. So xaspov peradraBov, Acts xxiv. 
25. In much the same sense also, kata xavpov, LXX. Num. 

xxiil. 23; Isa. lx. 22. In this case the death of Jesus would be 

conceived as taking place at the rigAt instant of time for antici- 
pating the imminent outburst of divine wrath, inasmuch as the 
Mupeois TOV TpoyeyovoTwy dmapTnuaTor, iii. 25, had just come 
to an end, and God must then have vindicated His justice. Yet 
such a conception does not occur elsewhere in Paul, and would 
therefore scarcely have been expressed by the brief phrase card 
karpov. Still less Pauline appears the conception: “The death 
of Jesus took place at the proper point of time, namely, for 

the jets; as for these, it was not wapd Karpov, but seasonable. 
Had Christ appeared and died later, they would have perished 
unredeemed in their sins, and would have had no part in His 
work of atonement.” Moreover, this would equally hold good, 
if at all, of every generation in whose time Christ might appear, 
and at least of believers of the O. T. would not hold good, because 
as to these the saying: “ Mors Christi profuit, antequam fuit,” is 
true. It is therefore preferable to explain kata kaspov: at the 
appointed time, tempore a Deo constituto. In John v. 4, also, cata 
catpov stands in the sense of certo tempore. In meaning, then, 
katé «atpov is identical with éte 7A0e TO TANPwA Tod ypovou, 
Galiay, 4, comp. Eph. 1. 10; 1 Tim, i.;6); Tit..i,3. Christ 
appeared as the Propitiator at the time determined beforehand in 
the divine counsel, announced beforehand by the prophets. The 
divine wisdom and love, which contain the reason of all divine 

determinations, without doubt ordained this precise point of time 
for the advent of Christ. So far, therefore, cata xacpov har- 
monizes well with the connection of thought in this passage. To 
the inquiry as to the real cause of this particular time being fixed, 
different answers may be given. Comp. J. G. Walchii, Miscellanea 
sacra, Meditatio xvili.: “de tempore adventus Messiae idoneo.” 
The most fitting answer still seems to be the one at which some 
of the Fathers hinted, that the sinful disease of mankind must 

needs reach its full development before remedial means could be 
applied to purpose. So already Gregory of Nyssa says (in Walch, 
wnd.): “Sic animorum aegrotantium medicus exspectavit, dum 
malitiae morbus, quo natura hominum victa laborabat, se totum 
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aperiret, ne latens aliquid incuratum remaneret, si curaret id 
solum, quod cerneretur ;” and Theophyl.: 67e aay eidos Kaxias 
SueEeNOodca 4 piois 7 avOpwrivyn edeito Ocparretas, éEatréaTeihe 
Tov viov avTod 6 Oeds. Comp. also vy. 20, 21 of this chapter. — It 
is true that the preposition é7ép in itself is not convertible with 
avtt, Winer, p. 479 ; Harless on Eph. v. 2; Meyer here. avti is= 
instead of, loco ; b7rép (interchangeable with the synonymous repé) 
= for, for the sake of, in commodum. One may die b7ép, and yet 
not avri twos, as the death that I submit to on another’s behalf, 

to secure him some good or avert some evil, does not always 
assume that he must have died if I had not died. Still this will 
usually be the case, and with respect to Christ it was the case, 
His death being, as we know from other sources, a vicarious, 

sacrificial death, comp. on iii, 24. The phrase Xpictos tbrép 
jpav améBave, Tapédwxev éavtov (Rom. viii. 32, xiv. 15; 1 Cor. 
~ 135) 2 Cor. vy. 14; Eph. v..23 1 Thess: y.9, 10; 1 Dima 

Tit. u. 14), therefore expresses the compassionate love of Christ’s 
vicarious, sacrificial death, so that in b7ép the avti is assumed or 
rather included, comp. Steiger on 1 Pet. iii. 18. In the present 
case v7ép implies the notion of compassionate substitution. That 
imép sometimes of necessity involves the idea of avté, is shown by 
passages like 2 Cor. v. 15, 20, 21; Gal. i. 13; Philem. 13. 

Finally, the apostle in the present passage writes: tmép aceBar, 
not: wmép 7uev, for the express purpose of setting forth withal 
the misery of sin (a4c@évea) in its penal, degraded, and guilty 
character, in which aspect alone the love providing the atonement 
is seen in its true antithesis, and receives its adequate illustration. 

Ver. 7. What men are able to do and sacrifice being placed 
in contrast with the deed and loving sacrifice of Christ, the latter 
stands out in its absolute uniqueness. uddus yap vrép SuKaiou 
Tis amroOavetray’ UTép yap ToD ayabod Taya Tis Kal TOW aTrO- 
Oavety] The Peshito read dédécwy for dccaiov, which is clearly to 
be regarded as a mere correction, yielding, no doubt, an easy 
meaning, but at the same time a sentence somewhat flat and 
halting. “Christ died for the ungodly, ver. 6. Scarcely, that is, 
does one (sc. among men) die for an ungodly man; for on behalf 
of a good man one perhaps (that is, even among men) might 
venture to die, ver. 7. But God shows His love to us in that 

Christ died for us though ungodly, ver. 8.” Some expositors, 

even while retaining the fully established Jectio recepta Sxaiov, 
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sought to obtain the meaning just given by altogether arbitrary 
means, Oikavos ete, with the following infinitive, is said to be = 
dignus sum qui. They accordingly supplied to dccadov, from the 
following azro@avetrat, an amofaveiv, “Scarcely will one die for 
one worthy of death.” But then, manifestly, avro@avety could not 
have been omitted; and it has been justly remarked that Paul 
must have written: “ors ydp el tis Sixacos eotw arrobaveiv, UTép 
TovTov Tis aTroVavettar, Luther renders: “ Now scarcely does one 
die for what is just; for what is good one might perhaps die.” 
After the example of Jerome and Erasmus, he takes d:«aéov and 
Tod ayabod as neuters.' But to take dveadov as neuter is gram- 
matically impossible, because in that case the article could not be 
absent. Justice is not décavov, but To dicavov, comp. Luke xii. 57 : 
ti 6€ Kal ad’ Eavtdy od Kpivete TO Sixavov; Col. iv. 1. And were 
Tov aya0ov meant to be neuter, it must have stood, either in the 
sense of To cupdépov, TO Képdos, which expression we should have 
expected, seeing that the ethical conception of dscaiov requires 
the ethical acceptation for tod aya@od as well; or in the sense of 
summum bonum, the highest good. In the latter case the antithesis 
is lost altogether, since Christ also in dying trrép Tay duaptordr, 
died i7rép tod ayaOod. Accordingly both é:caiov and tod dyabod 
must be taken as masculine, which is intrinsically probable, as the 
point in question in the death of Christ is a dying on behalf of per- 
sons. But in that case d/cavos and o dyads cannot be synonyms, 
serving alike to designate a good, righteous man. Thus Calvin: 
“Rarissimum sane inter homines exemplum exstat, ut pro justo 
quis mori sustineat: quamquam illud nonnunquam accidere 

possit.” “For scarcely for a righteous man will any one die, but 
perhaps one may venture to die even for the righteous man; but 
Christ died for sinners.” But Paul must then have written : Tokuda 
dé (not yap) kai taxa Tus, or: Taya &€ Kal ToAMA Tis aTobavety 
bmép Tov ayaGov. But with the present arrangement of the words 
the emphasis clearly les on tod dya0od, which is therefore con- 

1 Melanchthon’s interpretation is the same: ‘‘ Vix pro justo aliquis moritur 
i. e. inviti in causa justa mortem oppetimus ubi mori debemus. Ut fur invitus 
moritur etiam si debet mortem legibus. Milites inviti mortem oppetunt, etiamsi 
mori debent pro republica. Intelligatur igitur in verbis Pauli pro justo de re seu 
causa justa seu debito. Sic deinde, sed pro bono fortassis ausit aliquis mori, intelli- 
gatur etiam de re bona, jucunda et utili. Nam facilius suscipimus pericula incitati 
cupiditate aut opinione utilitatis, quam coacti debito. Sicut multi mortem oppetunt 
ad retinendas res caras, ut conjuges aut gloriam,” ete. 

Puittppl, Rom. I. Q 
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trasted with éscadov, and cannot of course be identical with it. 

Add to this, that in ods, with the difficulty at the same time, the 
possibility is sufficiently intimated that some one might die for 
a just man, whereupon the second sentence becomes somewhat 
superfluous and tame. Accordingly rod ayafod must stand to 
é:caiov in the relation of a different degree, as is indicated even 
by taxa, perhaps, in relation to pons, scarcely. It is important 
in this case above all things to define the conception dyaOos. It 
is ordinarily taken in the sense of benefactor; so that 0 aya@os 
(with the article) is said to be=<the benefactor whom he has, his 
benefactor. “Hardly does any one die on behalf of a righteous 
man (who stands to him in no nearer relation); for on behalf of 
his benefactor one perhaps takes it upon him (from gratitude) to 
die.” For this signification there is quoted from the classics, 
Xenoph. Cyrop. iii. 3. § 4: Kipov avaxanrodytes Tov evepyéTny, 
Tov dvdpa tov ayabov; Hell. vii. 3.§ 12: of pévtoe mortras 
avTov, @s dvdpa ayabov Kopucdpevor, Ebaryav KTr. OdTas ot 
TreloTor opiCovrat Tovs evepyétas aitav dvdpas ayalods eivar ; 
Charito Chaerea et Callirhoe, viii. 8 : émevdypnoev 6 Sipos’ ayabd 
avopt, morvydppe, pirw’ micTt@ oO Shuds cor yapw érictatas’ 
Thy TaTploa evnpyéTnKas; Lucian, Caucasus, ¢.18: Kaltoe Beovs 
ye Ovtas ayabods ypn eivas Kat SwThpas edwv Kal Ea POovov 
mavtos éotavat; Aelian, var. hist. iii. 17: Tapavtivois éyéveto 
aya0os ’Apyvtas. However, in all these and other passages 
ayabos is perhaps = noble, gracious; but not exactly = benefactor, 

as the distinction from evepyérns in the first passage clearly shows. 
The same holds good of Matt. xx. 15: ef 0 6f0arpos cov movnpéds 
€otiv, Ste eyo ayaOos eto; 1 Pet. ii. 18. Very striking is 

' Cicero’s illustration of the notion of the dya6ds, de off. iii. 15: 
“Si vir bonus is est, qui prodest quibus potest, nocet nemini, recte — 
justum virum, bonwm non facile reperiemus ;” de nat. deor. ii. 25: 
“Jupiter optimus dictus est, id est beneficentissimus;” upon 
which, again, to illustrate the use of d/«cavos, Tholuck aptly quotes 

Xenoph. Sympos. c. 4, § 42, where the décacou are defined as those 
ob fjKucTa TeV GdAOTpLoV opéyovTar Kal ols apKel Ta TapdvTa; 
Occon. c. 14, §§ 6-9, where the slaves who are not thievish are 

described as Sécasov; and ibid., as likewise Agesilaus, c. 11, § 8, 

where the éAevOépros is placed over against the Séeaos: Xpnpact 
ye pV ov povov SiKalws, GAA Kal édevOepios expHto, TO pmev 
Suxaie apkely tyyovpevos TO edv TA GANOTPIA, TS SE EdevOEpio Kab 

ee — 
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Tov éEavToD Tmpocwperntéov elvat. Accordingly Sikaros is a just 
man who does no wrong; daya6ds, a noble, gracious man, a tender- 
hearted friend of human-kind, who does good to every one. 
Similarly, Bengel explains Sé«avos by homo innoxius; 6 dyabds by 
omnibus pietatis numeris absolutus, eximius, lautus, regalis, beatus 

v. gr. pater patriae; and observes: “articulus climaca efficit ;” 
that is, the article with dya@cs intimates, perhaps, that this 

aya0os is known and recognised as such in the family, the church, 
the city, the nation. As matter of fact, one will more readily 
venture to die for such an one than for a righteous man, who has 

indeed a just cause and suffers innocently, but still has not, like 
the kind, generous friend of humanity, drawn to himself the 
hearts of men. Thus, doubtless, o dya0os comes very near to the 
meaning of o evepyérns, yet without quite coinciding with it; 6 
evepyéTns, implying more another's relation to myself in respect 
of conduct ; 6 dya00s, more a description of another’s character in 
itself. Further, in duaptwdds, ver. 8, may be given the opposite 
of both expressions, not merely of dikasos, but also of dyadds. 

Man scarcely dies for one that is just, at most for one that is 
good; but Christ died for us when we were still sinners, there- 
fore neither just nor good. The first yap is explicative: namely; 
the second ydp causal: for. “Scarcely, that és, will one die for a 
just man; for (to such a point perhaps a man attains) on behalf 

of a good man one perhaps ventures to die.” dmo0aveitas is 
used not of ethical possibility, but the proper future,—of what 
will not easily occwr, in fact, in the entire future, Winer, p. 349. 

kati belongs to TorAwd, not to arofavetv, which, on account of the 
previous avofaveiras, carries no special emphasis. Besides, it 
must have read Todya Kat arodavely, not Kal Tokuda azrobaveiv. 
kai = also, even; Towa = sustinet, a se impetrat, prevails on oneself, 
undertakes, comp. 1 Cor. vi. 1, 2; 2 Cor. x. 12. 

Ver. 8. Contrast (€) between God’s love and man’s love, 
ver. 7. ovviornat, demonstrat, probat, proves, as in iii. 5; not: 

commendat, as the Vulgate, or: commends, as Luther translates. 

The present is selected, because the efficacy of Christ’s atoning 
death continuing, the evidence of the divine love is conceived 

as continuing. ovuvictnoe is placed first, with an emphasis, 
in harmony with the strain of thought. What God proves, 
cannot be called in question by man. Wherefore, from the 
matter demonstrated, further inferences are confidently drawn 
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ver. 9. — é7t dywaptodav dvtwv ijov] Now are we no longer 
sinners; not as if we were never guilty of sin, but because our 
sin is no longer imputed to us,—because we are dsxarwbévres ev 
TO aliwate tod Xpiotod, ver. 9. The ézz, glancing back at érv, 
ver. 6, forms a contrast with viv, ver. 9; but duwaptodAa@v answers 

to acfevay and aceBar, ver. 6, and is opposed to Sdécaras and 
aya0os, ver. 7. Concerning the death of Christ as the highest 
demonstration of God’s love, comp. John ii. 16; Rom. viii. 32; 
as an evidence of Christ’s love towards us, Gal. ii, 20; Eph. 

v. 2,25. Whenit is said, ver. 7: “Among men one scarcely dies 
on behalf of a just man,” we should expect the contrast, ver. 8: 
“But God proves His love towards us by dying even for the 
unjust.” Instead of this, it is said that “Christ died for the 
unjust.” But the two are one, because Christ is God; and God, 

in surrendering Christ, the vids wovoyevns, the 7yamnpéves, Himself 
presented the sacrifice. Comp. 2 Cor. v.19: Geos fv ev Xpioctd 
KOoMov KaTaddAdcowv éavto. Hence also God here proves tv 
éavtod ayarnyv, His own love, by the fact that Christ died 

for us. 
Vv. 9-11. That hope does not disappoint, Paul had inferred, 

ver. 5, from the consciousness of God’s love dwelling in our 
hearts; and the real existence of this love he proved, vv. 6-8, 

from the atoning death of Christ. Instead now of simply turning 
back to his point of departure, ver. 5—namely, to the proposi- 
tion 7 éA7is ov KaTatoyvver,—and affirming that this has been 
proved correct, from vv. 6—8 he draws a further conclusion, 

namely, that if, when we were sinnev's, we were reconciled through 

Christ’s death, still more, as reconciled and justified, we shall be 
preserved from God’s wrath through Christ’s life, and are able to 
glory in God, the giver of future glory. Thus, with vv. 9-11, 
although as to form advancing a step, really as to substance he 
turns back to his point of departure, ver. 5 (and, still further, to 

the fundamental thought of the whole exposition found in ver. 2), 
that the hope of the glory of God, of which we boast even in 
tribulation, makes not ashamed; which assurance of hope is now 

attested to us in a twofold way,—first by Christ’s death for 
sinners, and then by Christ’s life for the righteous. 

Ver. 9. 7oAA@ ody “adXorv] raises to a climax the assurance of 
the hope of glory. ‘Far less, therefore, for us who are justified, 
is our salvation a matter of doubt.” The conclusion (ody) pro- EE  , , 
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ceeds a majori (vv. 6-8) ad minus (ver. 9). It is a greater thing 
to be reconciled when sinners, than to be preserved from wrath 
when justified. 

—dixaobévtes viv ev tH aipate adtod] comp. iii. 25. The 
sentence forms the antithesis of rv dwaptrwrdv dvTev ior, ver. 8. 
But the fact that justification is here represented as depending on 
the blood of atonement, without special mention of the mediating 
mloTis, proves, as previously observed, that in the act of justifica- 
tion faith is merely regarded as the organ laying hold of the all- 
perfect righteousness of Christ, not as completing or supplementing 
it,—not as a spiritual quality meritorious and commending to God 

on its own account. In the act of justification, riots has its 
sole merit through the aiua Xpiorov, which it receives, and 
through the yapis Qeod, iii. 24, on which it relies. It is only the 
doctrine of justification of the Protestant Church which, from the 
elements that concur in dvKaliwous,—ydpis, aiwa, miotis,—is able 
to form a harmonic triad, while in every other combination they 
make hopeless discord.’ 

—awbnoopeba 0 avtod aro ths opyjs]i. 16,18, ii. 8. “We 
shall be saved and rescued from wrath.” <A constructio praegnans, 
comp. Winer, p. 775; Acts ii. 40. The same brachylogy is found 
in the reverse form, 2 Tim. iv. 18: c@ceu eis tHv Bacirelav, He 
will save me into His kingdom, 1c. He will save and place, etc. 
The dpy7 is the wrath issuing forth on the future day of judgment. 
Theodor.: 4 péAXNovea Kodacis; comp. Matt. iii. 7: dhevyew ao 

THs medrovons opyhs; 1 Thess. i. 10: ptecOas amo tAs opyhs tis 
€pxonevns. But with future final wrath, of course all wrath 
that might fall on us in the present life is cancelled. If we are 
safe from dpy7, then efpyvn mpcos tov Oeov and édrmls ths do&ns 
tov Geod are confirmed to us and rendered inalienably sure. 
Upon the justified man there is no longer dpy7, but only ayamn 

1 Meyer remarks rightly: ‘‘ Faith, as the anre:xéy of justification, is understood 

as a matter of course (ver. 1), but is not mentioned here, because only what has 

been accomplished by God through Christ is taken into consideration.” But when 
Tholuck remarks heres ‘‘ The justification of the believer depends, in fact, upon the 
anticipation of his moral perfection, which living faith in grace in the end also 
brings to pass,” this position of the modern mediation-theology rests on an absolute 
misconception of the scriptural, Pauline doctrine of justification. It stands, as even 
Mohler has remarked with pleasure, in essential harmony with the Tridentine 
transformation of justitia imputata into justitia infusa. Comp. my observations on 
iv. 4. 
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tov Oeov, so that even tribulations are for him no évderEis dpyjs, 
but an évderEus aydrrns, Heb. xii. 6; Rev. iii. 19. 

Ver. 10. The purport of ver. 9 is further developed and 
vindicated. In this verse we have a,double antithesis,—first of 

évOpot and KatadXaryévtes, next of Sia tod Oavdtov Tov viod 
avtod and év TH Son avrov. On the exposition, therefore, of this 
notion the understanding of the verse depends. éyOpot] sc. Tod 
Geod, may have both an active and passive meaning, either = 
hating God, i.e. enemies of God, or = hated by God, i.e. exposed to 
His wrath. Just so the Latin exosus = hating and hated. The 
first meaning is found Rom. viii. 7; Col. i. 21; Jas, iv. 14; the 
second passive meaning, Rom. xi. 28: kata pév Td evaryryédvov 
€xyOpol Ov’ tpas’ nara 88 tHv exroyny ayatnrol Sia Tovs 
matépas; comp. ix. 13. Which meaning is to be assigned in the 
present passage depends, as xatad\Xayévtes forms the antithesis 
to éy@po/, on the decision as to the meaning of xatadddrrecOau. 
KaTadnraTrecOal Tum, again, may mean, as is acknowledged in 
our day, two things, both: to be reconciled with some one, in the 
sense of laying aside enmity, anger against him, so 1 Cor. vii. 11, 
and: to be reconciled with some one, in the sense of his laying 
aside enmity, anger against us, of our ceasing to be treated by 
him as enemies, comp. LXX. 1 Sam. xxix. 4; Matt. v. 24.7 
That the latter meaning is intended in the present passage 
follows not only from the correspondence of cataddayévtes with 
duxatobévtes, ver. 9, but also from the entire course of doctrinal 
development to the present point, aceording to which man’s 
reconciliation with God consists simply in the removal of the 
divine wrath resting upon him, ii. 25. The removal of man’s 
enmity against God is only the effect of the removal of divine 
wrath against men, the effect of (Aacpos, Katad\Xayy, SiKaiwors. 
Besides, Paul nowhere bases ocwtypia (comp. KatadrXayévtes 
owOnoopueba) upon our friendship with God, but only upon God’s 
grace towards us. If, then, xatadrayévres are those with 
respect to whom God has laid aside His wrath, His enmity, the 
€xOpor are those who are burdened with His enmity, His wrath. 

1 The distinction formerly laid down by Tittmann, de synonymis in Novo Testa- 
mento, lib. i. p. 102 sqq., between duaarradrrev (‘‘efficere, ut quae fuit inimicitia 
mutua, ea esse desinat”) and xararaadrrey (‘facere, ut alter inimicum animum 
deponat”’) is arbitrary, and may be regarded as abandoned, comp. Tholuck, Sermon | 
on the Mount, on v. 24, and Fritzsche here. 
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As already remarked, it is no contradiction, that while God’s 
éyOpa rested on mankind, His aydzrn instituted a scheme of 

reconciliation (comp. Kdcpov Katadddoowy éavta, 2 Cor. v. 19); 
because the €y@pa falls only on sin, the dydmn, on the other 
hand, regards sinners.| The first antithesis, then, is as follows: 
If we were reconciled to God, even when His wrath rested upon 

us, much more, being reconciled, shall we be saved; for the 

actual removal of wrath is a pledge of permanent deliverance 
from wrath, of final salvation and blessedness, since even among 
men it is a harder task to become reconciled than with a 
reconciled heart to manifest goodwill. The second antithesis is 
given in da Tod Oavdrouv and év TH CwH avtov. If the death of 
Christ, in which in humiliation and weakness He lay under 
God’s wrath, appeased God’s wrath, much more will the life of 
the Risen One, in which He now stands as our eternal and 

almighty Mediator and Intercessor before God’s throne, keep far 
from us a return of wrath, viii. 34; Heb. vii. 25; 1 John ii. 1; 

also John xiv. 13, 14. But not merely Christ’s high-priestly 
office, but also His kingly office forms such a safeguard for His 
own, since in virtue of that office He has power to bestow on 
them the benefits of His death, shield them from all hostile 

might, and carry to its end and final consummation the purpose 
of His atonement. év 7H fw avtod illustrates &’ avdrod, ver. 9. 
Concerning the instrumental év, comp. Winer, p. 485. 

Ver. 11. od povov 64] Some codices add rodro, clearly origin- 
ally but a gloss. 
—@ra kai Kavydpevor ev Oecd] If we wish to take the 

participle xavywpevor as such, it cannot stand in contrast with 
KaTadrayévtes, ver. 10: “Not “mmerely reconciled, but also 

boasting in God shall we be saved,” for KaTadharyevres is not a 
more precise definition of cobnooueba, but = évret. kaTn\Xaynpev./ 
Rather in that case xavy@pevos must be regarded as a definition, 
added later, of cw@ncopeba: ob povov Sé atariely, cwGndbuede 
ver. 10) GAAa xat (namely, cwOncopeba) Kavydpevor ev Oe@: 
“not only (shall we be saved), but also therewith glorying in 

1[ abide by the interpretation of the phrases ?xépo/ and xarnrrdynmey given in the 
text, notwithstanding the polemic directed against it by Mehring, p. 492 ff., a 
polemic which amounts to nothing less than a subjective transformation of Paul’s 
objective doctrine of reconciliation. Comp. also against it my Kirchl. Glaubensl. 
IV. 2, p. 270 ff 
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God.” The apostle would then distinguish between cafeoPar 
(simply and actually) and xavywpevov €v Oe cwfecbar (comp. 
Winer, p. 441), but the cavyaéoc@ar would be contemporaneous 
with the c#fecGar, ve. both would take place in the future. 
But, apart from the awkward and tame form of expression 
which this gives, the cavyao@au hitherto (comp. vv. 2, 3) was 
always conceived as something present, not as something future, 
postponed to the day of judgment. So therefore here. ‘The 
participle cavy@pevor is used then, with écpév to be supplied, for 
the verbum jinitum. ‘The reading xavy@peba itself (or even 
Kavy@pev, as some codices read in error) is not sufficiently authen- 
ticated, and must therefore be deemed a gloss which has crept 
into the text, or a designed correction, We have then the con- 
trast and climax of the negative o@fecOar dard ths dpyis, 
vy. 9, 10, and the positive navyadoau év Ge@, ver. 11, which 

is grounded in the édmis tis Sons Tod Oevd, ver. 2. Not merely 

shall we be finally delivered from wrath (od povov 66, se. 
aowOnoopcOa), but we also boast in God (@AXa Kal. Kavydpevot) 
as in one who will make us partners in His glory. Thus the 
reasoning turns back to its point of departure, and reaches a 
self-contained conclusion., elpyvyv éxouev mpos Tov Geov, ver. 1 
= coaOnoopcOa aro Tis opyhs, vv. 9, 10; Kat Kavyopeba én’ 
érmid: ths Sdéns Tod Oeod, ver. 2=Kal Kavyopucba év Ged, 
ver. 11. Rejoicing and boasting in God as the author of all 
blessings is often mentioned in the O. T., Ps. xxxiv. 2, xhi. 4; 

Hab. iii. 18. Of the use of the participle (cavywpevor) instead 
of the verbi finiti (xavyopePa), examples may be quoted from 
the Greek poets (Sophocl., Oedip., Tyr. v. 157: mpard ce 
KEKNOMEVOS, SC. Emi = KéeAOmaL) and the Byzantines (comp. Winer, 
p- 440, note; Kiihner, Awsfr. Gr. d. gr. Spr. I. p. 379, § 680). 

Among the Hellenists this construction is further justified by 
Hebraistic usage (comp. the quotation from the LXX. in Rom. 
ix. 28, also 2 Cor. vii. 5, xi. 6). 

—8. od viv THY Kataddaynv éXdBopev] The xatadray7 is 
in possession, we receive it through faith, so that KaTadnayny 

Nap Pavew = dSixacodcbar, comp. 2 Cor. v. 21: Kataddraynte TO 

Ged. | The viv alludes to viv, ver. 9, and therefore stands in 
contrast with past, not future time. 

The apostle has now delineated the universal sinfulness of man, 

as well as the reconciliation, justification, and bliss provided for 
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all in Christ. He had thus reached the end of one main section 
of his exposition, nay, had really developed the fundamental — 

theme of his epistle as to its essential elements in every aspect. // 
But before he proceeds to add to the foregoing a new course” 
of reasoning altogether, he glances back once more at the 
general substance of his teaching hitherto, and, by way of con- 
clusion, sums it up in the form of a parallel drawn between 
Adam and Christ—Adam the source of sin and death among 
mankind, Christ the source of righteousness and life. Thus the 
whole of humanity is seen summed up and represented in these 
its two federal heads, the first and the second Adam, comp. 
1 Cor. xv. 21, 22, 45 ff. The religious historical development of 
humanity accordingly parts off into two great epochs—the period 
of the dominion of sin and death, and the period of the dominion 
of righteousness and life. At the head of one, as the principle 
determining its character and ruling its movements, stands 
Adam; at the head of the other, in like capacity, Christ. In the 

interval between these two chief epochs enters the intermediate 

economy of the law, bridging with its provisions the space from 
one to the other. ‘This is the essential purport of vv. 12-21, in 
which are given the base-lines of a true and genuine philosophy 
of history. At the same time, the parallel here drawn includes 
an element of doctrine not hitherto mentioned, tracing back the 
sinfulness, so far merely described as existing among mankind, 
to its prime origin and source. Moreover, the substitutory satis- 
faction of Christ now stands forth with greater independence and 
emphasis, whereas previously it came into notice merely as the 
basis of justifying faith. Further, the purpose of the law is now 
intimated, ver. 20, whereas before only its consequence was 
described, iii. 20, iv. 15. Finally, in vv. 15-17, the super- 
abounding fulness and transcendent glory of salvation in Christ 
are pictured in contrast with the ruin and misery of which 
Adam was the source. But the apostle did not make it his 
express object to introduce these new and weighty elements by 
way of adding a supplementary exposition. Rather the parallel, 
whose main points are found in vv. 12, 18, 19, is intended simply 
and directly as a comparative retrospect and summary conclusion.’ 

1 “Respicit totam tractationem superiorem,” says Bengel, “ex qua haec infert 
apostolus, non tam digressionem faciens, quam regressum, de peccato et de justitia.” 
Then the fine remark: ‘‘ Paulinae methodi imitatione agendum primo est de peccato 
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Ver. 12. Aid roiro] therefore, accordingly, on this accownt, 
joins on to the last words of the 11th verse in such a way as 
at the same time to refer back to the entire train of reasoning con- 
tained ini, 17-v. 11. In & od viv tHv Katadraynv édaBopmev 
is involved the idea that we, previously sinners, have now (vvv) 
through Christ received the reconciliation (tiv xatadrayny), i.e. 
are justified, and therewith also become partakers of €aH and 
cwTnpia, as is explained in vv. 1-11. But therein is given an 
epitome of the entire purport of i. 17—v. 11. 

—damep] We have here an dvavtarodorov, as in Matt. 
xxv. 14; 1 Tim. i. 3. In exact correspondence with the protasis, 
as the whole of the succeeding exposition, especially vv. 18, 19, 
shows, the apodosis must have run: o¥tw kal 6. évos avOpemrov 
% Suxatocvvn eis TOV KOcpoV eiohAGE Kal Sid THs SiKatocvvys % 
fon Kal ottws eis mdvtas avOpmrous 1) Cwn SuedevoeTar, ep @ 
mavtes SixatwOncovtat, or even the second half (cai ottas... 
SixarwOnoovtar) more briefly expressed: twa mdvtes avOpwirot 
dixaiwbévtes Enowow. The protasis is too short to allow us to 

suppose that this apodosis escaped the memory of the apostle 
directly after ver. 12. Rather he was unable there to introduce 
the apodosis, as he wished first in vv. 13, 14 to verify the state- 
ments of ver. 12. Hence the place in which the apodosis dropped 
out is after the words tis mapaBdcews Addy, ver. 14, where, after 
the long argument found in vv. 13, 14, it could only have been 
added in grammatical form and at due length with awkward effect. 
But then it is clearly indicated in the words of the 14th verse: 
ds éots TUTOS TOU wéAXOVTOS, Which, however, neither amount to 
a proper apodosis as to form, nor yet comprise all the elements of 
a complete apodosis. They are therefore most aptly subjoined 
simply as a virtual and provisional substitute, but are not to be 
regarded as a grammatical apodosis. Among the many methods 
adopted to explain or supply the advavtamoéoror, this is decidedly 
the most simple and least artificial, and is followed, after the 
example of Calvin, by most modern expositors. For the refuta- 
tion of other modes of construction, see Meyer here. 

actuali, deinde retro de peccati ortu.—Et ex justificatione homo demum respiciens 
doctrinam capit de origine mali et reliqua.” But Melanchthon passes over to this 
section with the following words: ‘‘ Absoluta est supra praecipua epistolae hujus 
disputatio. Sicut autem dialectici docent avaavew facere, hoc est membra proposi- 
tionum dissolvere et singula revocare ad methodum, ita hic fit évaaveis, membra to) > ? 

propositionum, de quibus hactenus disputavit, methodice explicantur.” 
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—8r évds avOperov] namely, Adam, ver. 14; 1 Cor. xv. 21, 
22, 45, 47. “Cur nihil de muliere?” asks Bengel. (Comp. 
1 Tim. ii. 14; 2 Cor. xi. 3; Ecclus. xxv. 24.) Resp. 1, “ Adamus 
mandatum acceperat; 2, caput erat non solum generis sui, sed 
etiam Evae; 3, si Adamus non audisset vocem mulieris suae, 

peccatum non venisset ad plures.” It is especially on the third 
element in his answer that stress must be placed, for it did not 
concern the apostle so much to specify with historical exactness 
who was guilty of the first sin, as rather who, as the first sinner, 
became the representative and general head of a sinful human 
race. 
—1 dpapria eis Tov Kocpov ciohrOe] sin entered into the world. 

% dpwaptia denotes (1) sin as an act, which signification is the 
only one belonging to dydprnwa, Mark iii. 28, iv. 12; Rom. iii. 
25; 1 Cor. vi. 18. So Matt. xii, 31; Acts vii. 60: xdpue, pi 
oTnonS avTois THY duaptiay tavTnv ; 2 Cor. xi. 7; Jas. i. 15, 
i. 9: e¢ 6€ mpoowroAnmTeite, duapTtiay épydfeoUe ; iv. 17; 1 Pet. 
ii. 22. Thus especially frequent in the plural, Eph. ii. 1 : vexpovs 
Tols TapaTT@pact Kal Tais duaptia ; Jas. v.15: Kav awaptias 
9 TeTroinKos ; Matt. iii. 6: eEoporoyovpevos Tas dpaptias; ix. 3: 
adéwvtTai cot ai duaptia. cov; Heb. ii. 17: iNdoKxecOar tas 
dwaptias. Whether here the duapriac, the sinful acts, are to be 

conceived as issuing from a single generative principle lying at 
their root, as conditioned by a sinful, propensity, is not intimated 
in the expression as it stands, and therefore could only be dis- 
covered from the general strain of scriptural teaching. But 
without doubt 7 duaprtia signifies also (2) sin as a propensity, as 
an inner principle, as a power ruling in man, the parent of the 
whole brood of particular sinful desires and acts. So Rom. vii. 
8: 7 duaptia... Kateipydcato...macav émibuulav ; vii. 9: 4 
apaptia avétnoev; vii. 17: 14) oixodoa év éuol duaptia; vii. 23: 
TO vOU@ THS duaptias TO dvte ev Tois wédeot pov. Finally, 4 
apaptia denotes (3) sin as the synthesis of the propensity and act. 
So John i. 29: i8¢ 6 dvds Tod Oe0d, 6 aipwv tiv dwaptiay Tod 
xoopov; Rom. iii. 20, iv. 8; 1 Cor. xv. 56: 7d S& Kévtpov Tod 
Gavartou, ) apaptia, 1 Sé Sivapis THe dwaptias, 0 vomos; 2 Cor. 
v. 21; 2 Thess. ii. 3: 0 dvOpwrros tis dwaptias; Heb. iv. 15, 
ix. 26, x. 18: mpoodopa rept auaptias; 1 Johni. 8, iii. 4, 5. 
This latter meaning should perhaps, in harmony with Scripture 
practice, which is not to view things according to their abstract 
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logical divisions, but to blend together in one graphic conception 
their inner essence and outward manifestation, be assigned to the 
word in every ease, in which we are not compelled by the form 
of expression or connection of thought to fix our attention merely 

on one element of the subject, on sin as expression, manifestation, 
act, or on sin as propensity, principle, power bearing rule within. 

In the present passage, then, we are naturally led to include 
under 7 duaptia everything which this expression can denote 
according to the teaching of Scripture and of the apostle. It is sin 
as the synthesis of the habitus and actus, but at the same time 
sin as a generic conception, 7c. not merely the individual sin of 
Adam, but the sin of mankind in general; for Paul says not that 
the sin of one man, but that through one man sin came into the 
world. Just as comprehensive, eg., is the idea of dapapria, also 

in Johni. 29 ; 2 Cor. v.21; Heb. x.18. In this verse, therefore, 

under 1) duapria, the sinful condition of the world, with all sinful 
acts issuing therefrom, is contemplated as an abstract unity. It 
is the sin of the world taken as a totality both as to its principle 
and its manifestation. It is everything universally that can be 
called sin. This signification duapria has throughout the present 
section, comp. vv. 13, 20, 21, where, moreover, éBacirevcer 1 
dpaptia év T® Oavate is to be taken as defining the meaning of 
 apaptia eis Tov Kocpov eionAOev KTH, Ver. 12. It is only the 
conception of aduapria thus defined that really involves the right 
connection with the import of i, 18-11. 20, and sums up all that 
is there developed. Paul here traces back the world’s sin there 
delineated to its original source, placing Adam, in whom the dyuapria 
tov Kocpuov is wrapped up, in antithesis to Christ, through whom 
dixatocvvn, the iAacpos TOU Kocpov, is accomplished. The sub- 
sequent exposition of the present section will still further verify 

and corroborate this acceptation of dwapriéa in this passage, which 
is thoroughly confirmed by idiomatie usage,—nay, will evince it to 
be the only one possible. Besides, it is not essentially different 
from what is meant when dpaprtia is explained: sin as a power, 
as a force exercising its dominion, working and coming into 
manifestation in concrete sins, so that the sinful condition of the 

world is regarded merely as the effect of the duapria that 
came in. For, of course, the actual sin of the world came 

into the world through Adam only potentially, but, without 

question, as a real power. Before Adam’s act of sin there was 
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nothing in the world that could be called sin. With Adam’s act 
of sin came into the world not merely something that could be 
called sin, but sin in general (not merely duapria, but 1) duaprtia), 
in so far as in this act of sin the entire sin of the world ‘lay 
wrapped up; for Adam’s fall was the fall of the entire human 
race, as has been subsequently proved by the fact of his posterity 
being born sinners. —In the phrase elaépyeoOas eis Tov Koopov 
we must not refer 0 Kdopos to the wniversitas rerum (to enter 
into the wniversum = esse incipere), but to this sublunary world, 
or the world of man, so that the expression denotes outward. 
entrance into the human world, first occurrence among men. 
Comp. Wisd. ii, 24, xiv. 14; Heb. x. 5: elcepyopevos eis tov 
Kocpuov, of the entrance into the human world of the Messiah 

who, as the eternal Son of God, already existed in the wniversitas 
rerum (so, too, 1 Tim. i. 15: épyeorOas cis Tov Koopov; and 
Gal. iii. 23 : épyeo@as simply) ; 2 John 7: wodXol mAdvor eioHr- 
Gov eis Tov Koopov. ‘The first entrance of sin into the wniversum 

cannot be intended here, because according to universal Scripture 
teaching, and therefore according to the apostle’s own view, sin 
already existed in the domain of evil spirits, and therefore in the 
Kogpos as the rerum universitas. “In mundum hunce,’ says 

Bengel, “ qui dicitur genus humanum ; esse coepit in mundo; 
nam antea non fuerat extra mundum.”’* But yet we must not 
think of sin’s entrance into the human world as infecting with an 
inward taint individual men, of its entrance in the form of a 

principle ruling within and diffusing its influence, because eicép- 
xeoGar eis TOV Kocpov does not express this. Paul would then 
have written eicépyec@au eis thy Kapdiay Tav avOpoTwr, or at 
least ets Tovs avOperovs. Should it be objected to the meaning, 
“to enter into the human world =to appear among men,’ that 
this human world did not as yet exist when sin came into 
existence upon earth, it may be said that the apostle, directing 
his gaze backwards, beholds Adam’s posterity already surrounding 
him as their federal head, if we do not prefer to understand 
eicépyec Gan eis Tov Kocpov of entrance into this sublunary world 
in general, of appearance in this earthly world as a whole. In 

* Porro cur nihil de Satana,” observes the same Bengel, ‘‘ qui prima peccati 
causa est? Resp. 1, Satanas opponitur Deo ; Adamus Christo; ad hic oeconomia 

gratiae describitur, potius, ut est Christi, quam ut Dei. Ideo Deus semel nominatur, 
ver. 15, Satanas nunquam., 2, Quid Satanae cum gratia Christi?” 
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this sense Kdcpos stands, Matt. iv. 8 ; John xvi. 21; Rom. iv. 3; 
1 Cor. vii. 31. “In hance partem mundi, scil. terrenam, in qua 

homines habitant,’ Abelard. Through one man, therefore, accord- 

ing to the apostle’s declaration, the sin of mankind came into 

existence in this earthly world. 
—xat Sid Tis dwaptias 0 Odvatos] sc. eis Tov Koopov eionrOe. 

It is important, first of all, to investigate the conception of 
Odvatos. Oavartos invariably signifies death as the antithesis and 
abolition of fw, life. As, then, life may be bodily, spiritual, or 
eternal life, so also @dvaros may be (1) bodily death. So John 
xi. 4: 9 doOéveva ovK gots pds Oavatov; xii. 33, xviii. 32: 
mol Oavate@ ipedrev aroOvncKkew ; Phil. i. 20: peyaduvOnoerat 
Xpuotos ev TH chpati pov, cite Ssd Cwijs, elite Sia Oavdtov KTH. 
(2) Spiritual death. So 1 John iii. 14: ofdapev, 67s weraBeBn- 
Kapev x Tod Oavadtov eis THY Cwiy, OTe dyaTTapuev TOs adEedpovs* 
0 pn ayaTav Tov adeAdov, wéver ev TO Oavdtw. Comp. Matt. 
vill. 22: addhes Tovs vexpods Odrypas Tods EavTav vexpovs ; Eph. 
ii. 1: Kat tpds dvtas vexpods Tols TapaTT@mact Kal Tais auap- 
tiats ; ver. 5 ; Col. ii. 18. This @dvaros forms the antithesis of the 
fn Tod Oeod, Eph. iv. 18, and consists in the privation of the 
holy and blessed existence of which the soul in fellowship with 
God is partaker, in which representation sometimes the loss of 
holiness, sometimes the loss of blessedness, is most prominent, 

according to the connection of thought. (3) Eternal death as the 
antithesis of future Gon ai@vies. So Rom. i. 32; 2 Cor. ii. 16, 
vil. 10; Jas. i. 15, v. 20; 1 John v.16. This death (in Rev. 
ii, 11, xx. 6, 14, xxi. 8, called also 6 Oavatos 6 Sevtepos) is the 
ultimate outgrowth and completion of the spiritual death already 
actually present in the soul of the sinner.” But then it lies in 
the very nature of such biblical notions embracing a rich variety 
of elements, that oftem several, or even all of these elements, 

should appear in combination, the context of the passage deciding 
how many and which are to be conceived as blended in one. 
That by this means a difference of interpretation as to particulars 
can scarcely be avoided is easily conceivable, as the eompass of 
the expression may be taken now more narrowly, now more 

' In Scripture the metaphorical use of the phrases ¢dévaros, vexpis, &robvioxei, has 
the same latitude as that of the idea of fa. Thus we may speak of a death of the 
sinful life, of an inward, spiritual dying to sin, to the law, of dead faith, dead works, 
and so on. Comp. Rom. vii. 4, viii. 18; Col. iii. 5; Heb. vi. 1, ix. 14; Jas. ii, 17. 



CHAP. V. 12. PAS I 

widely, while the text itself does not in every case give an 
absolutely certain deliverance. A combination of all three 
elements we think, eg., should be held, 2 Tim. i 10, of the first 

and second, Matt. iv. 16, of the second and third, John v. 24, 

viii. 51. As relates, then, to the present passage, in the first 
place the element of bodily death should not be excluded from 
the idea of Odvaros; for not only is the allusion to Gen. ii. 17, 
iii, 3, 19 unmistakeable, but this meaning is assured to the word 

@avatos by ver. 14, where the presence of sin before the law was 
to be demonstrated mainly from the presence of bodily death as 
that which alone had for every one the force of an undeniable, 
universally acknowledged fact. But then it is not to be imagined 
that here, where the apostle is describing the entire penal judg- 
ment which fell upon the whole of the world’s sin, he should be 
satisfied with referring merely to the lower element, temporal 

death, without at the same time including the higher element, 
eternal death. That, on the contrary, the latter is done is proved 

by vv. 17, 18, 21, where fw» aidévios forms the antithesis of 
@avaros. For there is no ground whatever for the assertion that 
in the idea of {7 aiwvos the chief notion is that of bodily 
resurrection as the opposite of bodily death. Comp., on the 
ontrary, 1 Cor. xv. 21, where avdetacis vexpov forms the express 
yposite of death in the bodily sense. In any case, therefore, 
» first and third elements in our definition of the idea are 

emonstrably included in the word @dvaros in this passage. It 
might then be supposed that the apostle, having here selected 
physical death as the point of departure for his view, could not 
well include in the same thought spiritual death already present 
in the soul, since this is anterior to bodily death, but could only 
include future and eternal death, to which bodily death is the 
‘introduction and portal. But then without doubt, in an indirect 
way, present spiritual death would be involved, as a matter of 
course, in future eternal death, as in its crown and completion, 

just as in bodily death are involved all ills, diseases, and in- 

firmities preceding and predisposing to it. In this case Paul in 
this passage would comprise in its crowning point everything 
which can be called bodily and spiritual death. However, it 
seems more appropriate and more in accordance with fact, from 
the first and directly to give the same breadth of meaning to the 
idea of @avaros as to that of dwapria, so that as the latter denotes 
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everything which can be called sin, the former also embraces 
everything which can be meant by the simple term death. We 
have accordingly in the word @dvatos to recognise the union of 
the three elements laid down by us. It is death in the most 
comprehensive sense, 7.e. bodily, spiritual, eternal death alike; for 
nothing but the entire domain of death can be regarded as an 
adequate punishment for the entire domain of sin enclosed by the 
apaptia, which came into the world through one man. It is no 

sufficient objection against such a combination of various elements 
of the notion that the same word cannot at the same time have 
a literal and tropical meaning, for the word @dvaros, taken even 
in the greatest range of its constituent elements, has still only 
one fixed sense—it is the negation, abolition, destruction of all 
that which is called life. Further, according to this passage, 
agreeably to the teaching of Scripture elsewhere, bodily death is 
not to be taken as an original principle of nature, but only as one 
that appeared among mankind subsequently in consequence of 
sin. Comp. Krabbe, die Lehre von der Stinde und vom Tode, 
pp. 194-198. 

—kai ovtws| and in this way, and in consequence of this, 
namely, because death came into the world as the consequence of 
sin, 2.¢. In consequence of the causal connection of sin and death: 
—o @dvaros] is critically suspicious, but in any case, even 

it is left out, is to be supplied as subject to dum7Aev. But 
omission mars the symmetry of the sentence, which is otherwi 
perfect, so that it is not easily conceivable that it was not origin- 
ally written by Paul himself. Further, it is found in the oldest 
manuscripts, even in the Cod. Sinait. 

—els mavtas avOpérrous diuAdOev] penetrated, extended to all men, 
spread itself abroad to all men. drepyec@ar, to go through. A place 
or country may either be crossed in one direction (Luke xvii. 11, 
xix. 1; John iv. 4), or one may pass through it in all directions 
(Acts vill. 4, ix. 32, x. 38). In the latter meaning here. Death 
planted its foot in the world (e¢o7\ ev), and has now gone hither 
and thither in the world to all men (64) ev), has not remained 
with one only. 
—é' 6 Twavtes iaptov] because all sinned. The cause of the 

extension of death to all men without exception is the fact of 
all without exception having sinned. That é¢’ @ is to be taken 
in the sense of a conjunction scarcely needs now to be proved. 

— 
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The reference of the relative # to efs avOpwrros, with the excep- 
tion of some Catholic exegetes, is now rightly given up by all 
modern interpreters. Not only is such a reference shown to be 
arbitrary and inadmissible by the entire construction of the clause 
and the remoteness of 6’ évds avOperov, but in addition all the 
meanings assigned on this supposition to é¢’ @ are beyond ques- 
tion untenable. For it means neither in quo, in whom (according 
to the famous saying of Augustine: “7m quo, sc. Adamo, omnes 
peccaverunt, quando omnes ille unus homo fuerunt;” so still Aberle), 
—this would rather be év #,—nor yet per quem (sc. “ omnes peccati 
poenam subiere,” Grotius, or: “peccatores facti sunt,” Melanchthon ; 
meanings, moreover, which do not at all belong to juaprov),—this 
would rather be 6.’ od,—nor yet propter quem or cum quo, which 
would be &’ év or avy & More natural would be the reference, 
proposed by some, of the relative 6 to the subject 0 Odavatos 
directly preceding. But supposing us in this case to understand 
ed’ @ of the designed result: “for which all sinned,” there arises 
the impossible notion that some may sin for the purpose of being 
punished ; and a passing ironical remark can the less be supposed, 
as the apostle is not engaged in controversy with definite oppo- 
nents. If we take é¢’ 6 of the wndesigned result, in the first place 
this mode of employing éé with the dative, especially in prose 
discourse, could not be proved; and in the next place, the idea 

that the death to which all are subject is the result of the fact 
that all sinned, would inappropriately stamp éf 6 mavtes 
jwaptov with the character of a cursory observation, whereas the 

entire construction of the thoughts and sentence compels us to 
co-ordinate it in meaning with the remaining three clauses, and 
to find in it the statement of the reason why death came to all 
men without exception. dpaptia brought Oavaros, Odvatos came 
to all, because (thus must we, as matter of course, further conclude) 
dyaptia had come to all ’Ed’ 6 is therefore without doubt to 
be taken as a conjunction. But this being so, it signifies, like av@’ 
év (comp. Luke xii. 3), either: guare, wherefore, so perhaps in Phil. 
ii. 12, or it stands in the sense él) rovr@ 611 =propter id quod, 
for that, because, so in 2 Cor. v. 4, perhaps also in Phil. iii. 12. 
Thomas Magister and Phavorinus say expressly: é¢’ 6 dyt) tod 
vote. Respecting éé with the dative in the sense on account 
of, comp. Matt. xix.9; Acts iii, 16; 2 Cor. xii. 21. In classical 
Greek, é¢’ ofs, the Latin propter ea quod, is more usual than ep’ ©. 

Puiiprr, Rom. I. R 
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The meaning for that, or because, is also quite appropriate in the 
present passage, and on this account is received by modern inter- 
preters almost without exception. 

“Hyaprov cannot mean: became sinful, or: were sinful, for 
duaptavey is not = dpaptadov yiyvecOas or eivas. Still less does 
it mean: bore the penalty of sin. Rather juaprov is nothing but 
=actually sinned. If, now, by duaptia we understand only actual 
sins, in the sense that through Adam first of all committing sin, or 
through his act of sin, and in consequence of this, death came into 
the world, and that then death extended itself to all because all have 

actually sinned, we thus ascribe to our verse indeed a grammati- 
cally possible meaning, but at the same time leave altogether out 
of account not only the principle, seriptura scripturam docet, but 
also the entire tenor and strain of thought in the epistle itself. 
For not only in the preceding chapters by duwaptia was intended 
the sinful principle already always dwelling in humanity, the 
sinful principle conditioning and causing the world’s sinful state, 
but also in the entire subsequent exposition (comp. especially 
ver. 19) it is a real connection of the sin of humanity with Adam’s 
sin which is spoken of. But above all, the very sinew of the 
Pauline parallel is severed, if we sweep away this connection 
between the actual sins of all and Adam’s transgression, seeing 
that the apostle makes the righteousness of all absolutely condi- 
tioned by the righteousness of Christ. When itis objected to this 
that Adam is set over against Christ the author of life, not as the 
author of sin, but only as the author of death, it is evident at once 

how baseless and halting the comparison becomes, if to Christ, 
as the direct and sole source of righteousness and life, Adam is 
opposed merely in so far as he is the indirect source of death to 
his posterity, who, being independent of him as sinners, are con- 

demned in the penalty of death, instead of in any other penalty, 
for no other reason than that this penalty by a positive, arbitrary 

1 To say nothing of the translation, altogether without support, guamquam, the 
acceptation which Rothe (Neuer Versuch einer Auslegung der Paulinischen Stelle, 
Rom. y. 12-21, pp. 17-38) has assigned to 2¢’ # has gained no special favour. He 
would resolve ig’ #, not into iwi redew or, but into ix} rodrw wore, and ascribes to 

it the meaning which it has with the infinitive praeterite following : on condition 
that, onthe more definite condition that, ea conditione, ea ratione ut. But, in the first 

place, this signification has never been confirmed by examples to the point; and 

further, as our subsequent exposition will show, the causal signification, commonly 
received and amply supported, is perfectly appropriate in the passage. 
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act of God’s will was denounced against Adam’s sin in the first 
place, and then in justice against the like sin in his posterity. 
Moreover, the Pelagian accommodation-theory, by which the con- 

nection between the sin of Adam and of mankind is placed merely 
in the spontaneous imitation of Adam’s example, is arbitrary and 
inadequate, since not merely in this passage is there no mention 
of such imitation, but, as Calvin justly remarks : “quia hoc modo 
Christus exemplar tantum esset justitiae, non causa.” 

If, then, duaptavew does not denote to be or become sinful, and 

yet the connection between the sin of mankind and Adam’s trans- 
gression is to be preserved, nothing seems left but to é¢’  mavtes 

jpaptov to supply in thought : im consequence of Adam’s sin. “ All 
have sinned in consequence of the taint derived from Adam’s sin.” 
But in this case, in the first place, one sees not why Paul did not 
write either: Kal oUTws eis mavtas avOpwrrous 6 Oavatos SiAdOev, 
ed’ 6 7) ayaptia eis ravtas SundOev, or: eb & Tavtes dwaptwrol 
éyévovto. Again, 7 duaptia would have to be referred to the 
sinful habit which entered as the dominating principle into the 
hearts of mankind. But we have seen that eicépyeoOau eis tov 
xoopov has not this meaning. Finally, according to the view in 
question, in the second clause of this verse the unreserved uni- 
versality of the dominion of sin and death would be especially 
emphasized and accentuated, seeing that the existence everywhere 
in the human world of dwaptia and @dvaros was already affirmed 

‘ in the first clause. Now, apart from the halting and disjointed 
character thus given to the language used, clearly vv. 13 and 14 
must then be meant to prove é¢’ 6 waves juapror, that all have 
sinned ; which view, as the exposition of these verses will show, 

cannot be borne out. 
For these reasons we are driven of necessity to accept the 

interpretation which, although abandoned by modern expositors 
(comp., nevertheless, Olshausen), and apparently remote, is yet the 
most obvious, simple, and natural;* namely, to 7uaprov to supply 

1 JT rejoice that this dogmatic interpretation of the passage, in which, when I 
first revived it in all its stringency and point, a critic in Tholuck’s literarischen 
Anzeiger prophesied that I should find no follower, has now found an earnest advo- 
cate in Meyer. Perhaps I may say that now, too, Thomasius will agree with, instead 
of opposing me and the rest who share my views, comp. Christi Person und Werk, 
I. p. 276. He decides for Hofmann’s view of this passage (comp. Schriftbeweis, I. 
477’. But Meyer on the passage has already rightly observed that the reference of 
ig’ @ as a simple relative to 6 éavares = “they sinned under the dominion of death,” 
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in thought: év ’Addy, or still more precisely: “ Adamo peccante.” 
“ Non agitur de peccato singulorum proprio,” says Bengel. “ Omnes 
peccarunt, Adamo peccante,” or, as Koppe puts it, “ ipso actu, quo 
peccavit Adamus.” The momentary sense of the aorist juaptov 
tells also on the same side. Death penetrated to all, because all 
sinned when Adam sinned, because in Adam’s sin their own sin was 

included. Thus as to substantial meaning, although by way of a 
different grammatical construction we should get back again to 
Augustine’s “in quo omnes peccaverunt.” We may aptly compare 
2 Cor. v.15: eveis trép ravtwy arébavev, dpa oi wavtes aréGavor, 
to which we find here the corresponding antithesis: et eis wep 
TAVTOY HpuapTey, dpa ot waves Huaptov. Further, as here the duap- 
tavew, So in 1 Cor. xv. 22 the droOvicKew of all év t@ Addy is 

spoken of. The apostle therefore represents the sin of mankind as 
objectively wrapped up in Adam, precisely as he contemplates the 
righteousness of mankind as objectively wrapped up in Christ, 
and in this way alone the parallel attains its true precision and 
plastic intuitiveness. The doubt which may thereupon be raised 
against this interpretation, that the supplement év r@ “Addy or 
Tov "Ada apaptdvovtos is not expressly added, is removed by 
the very interpretation we have given of the notion of dyapria 
in this passage. If 1) duaptia denotes the collective sum of the 
sin of mankind, or even the sin of mankind as a real power, it is 

self-evident that the sin of all is comprised in it, and the supple- 
ment required appears necessary and natural. Through Adam 
the sin of mankind came to be manifested, and in consequence of 
it death ; and thus death spread abroad to all, because in that very 
sin of mankind the sin of all was included.’ “ Peccatwm est prius 
morte: sed mortis universalitas prius innotescit quam wniversalitas 

cannot be justified grammatically. Thomasius himself interprets: ig’ o rdévees nuaproy, 
‘‘under which relation all have sinned, namely, under this relation, that in conse- 
quence of Adam’s sin death ruled as an objective all-embracing power.” This mean- 
ing of ¢9’ ¢ also is not grammatically justifiable. Moreover, as a fact, would this inter- 

pretation follow more simply and naturally from the construction of the sentence 

than the one given ? 
1 When Hofniann, with whom Tholuck agrees, objects to the supplying of Adamo 

peccante, that it is unjustifiable ‘‘ at pleasure to supply in thought what nothing but 
one’s own arbitrariness suggests to thought,” the answer given in what is said above 
to this objection is sufficient for every one who will consider and weigh it. Meyer 
also justly replies: ‘‘ The objection, that in this way the essential definition is arbi- 

_trarily supplied (Tholuck, Hofmann, Stélting, Dietzsch, and others), is incorrect ; for 

what is maintained is simply that more precise definition of #aprev for which the 
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peceatt. Haec ratio ordinis incisorum quatuor in hoc versu,” 
Bengel. 

Vy. 13, 14. As already remarked, according to the view of 
several, especially modern expositors, who differ from our inter- 
pretation of éd’ @ mdvtes Twaptov, ver. 12, these verses furnish a 
confirmation of these latter words. They are thus supposed to 
demonstrate the unlimited universality of sin in the world. - Such 
proof might seem necessary to the apostle on account of the 
statement, iv. 15: ob yap ov« Ears vowos, ovdé TapaBacis, For 
it seemed as if the assertion of the universal presence of sin 
must be qualified by the principle, that before the advent of the 

law there was no transgression. In consequence of this, vv. 
13, 14 would lay down that even before the law sin existed. 
Doubtless sin is not imputed where law is not; but yet from 
Adam to Moses death reigned, proving that even if mrapdBaous 
did not, duapria did exist always in the world. Neverthe- 
less, this acceptation presents manifold difficulties. In the first 
place, the apostle might regard the fact of all having sinned, 
iii. 23, as settled once for all, and even iv. 15 furnished no 

sufficient occasion for a fresh confirmation of this position. For 
there it was not denied that dwapria, but only that mapaBacrs 
existed before the law. Still, had Paul thought it necessary 
expressly to emphasize this distinction, it must at least have 

been done more clearly and definitely by some such words as: 
duaptia pev yap aypt vouou iv &v Kocuo, wapdBacis 8é 
vouov tote ovx mv. But if we were willing to overlook the 
general incongruity between the form of expression and the 
meaning stated, still in the separate particulars the language 
must have been shaped quite differently. Instead of aypu yap 

immediate connection has necessarily prepared the way.” This holds good also 
against Mehring, who, p. 536, ventures to affirm: “if we would act with perfect 
honour, i.e. not foist our own thoughts into Scripture, we can only supply from what 
goes before. But in what goes before not iy’Addu, but only d:’ vis &vépaxrov has been 

spoken of, and hence we can only supply 3)’ tvés avépaarov, which, indeed, is understood 
as matter of course.” But in what goes before not only was 3,’ ivés dvépsarov spoken 
of, but also 3)’ ivas dvéparau n dwapria tis cov xocpeov sionads, Which words, rightly under- 

stood, already involve ravres tv "Addu nuaprov. But in the further course of this 

chapter the apostle himself gives a commentary on his own meaning. Nothing but 
this incontestably clear meaning, not as Mehring supposes the Augustinian doctrine 
of imputation, which I should quite readily bring to the passage by way of supple- 
ment, led me to my interpretation, with which now, moreover, Besser and Ortloph 
agree. Comp., too, Delitzsch, Bibl. Psychology, p. 433. 



969 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

vouou, at least a Kal yap aype vouov must have been used, and 
instead of but in dwaptia dé ovK édXoyetras, a certainly or of course. 
But finally, according to the interpretation in question, one sees 
no reason at all why the apostle wrote: cai émi Tovs py 
dpaptycavtas érl TO Opowwmpate Ths TapaBacews Addu, and not 
rather: Kal él rovs un twapaSdvtas Tov vowov. There remains, 
then, only the second interpretation, according to which, in vv. 

13, 14, the main thought of the 12th verse, namely, that through 

Adam sin and death came into the world, or that Adam’s sin 

brought death to mankind; or, which amounts to the same, the 

interpretation, according to which eis wdvtas avOpwTrous 6 Odvatos 
dunrOev, eb @ TavTes Huaptov in the sense accepted by us, is 
confirmed." That this interpretation accords exactly with the 
meaning and connection of the words before us, and avoids the 
difficulties accompanying the other one, the exposition of the 
particulars will evince. dyps yap vopov] Some expositors, 
following Orig., Chrys., Theodor., take a@ype in the sense of donec, 
quamdiu, during, z.e. as long as the law lasted, during the law, 
till the end of the law, therefore from Moses to Christ. So aypu 
stands, 2 Macc. xiv. 10: dyps yap “Iovéas replectiv advvarov 
elpnvns Tuxely Ta mpaywata, and Heb. iii. 13: aypis od TO 
onepov KanreiTar. But d&ype vowov means here, in harmony with 

the usual sense of aypz, until the law, till the time when the law 

was given, which would be from Adam to Moses. That this 
latter meaning is to be adopted is shown by the words: azo ’Adau 
péxpt Matcéws, ver. 14. “ Par est ratio omnium ante Mosen et 
gentium deinceps, ¢. i. 12,” Bengel. 

—dpaptia jv év Koopw] sin was in the world. dapaptia 
without the article does not differ from 7 auapria, ver. 12, comp. 

Winer, p. 148, and Gal. ii. 17; 1 Pet. iv. 1; Rom. iii. 9, vi. 14. 
The presence of sin before the law is proved by the testimony of 
Genesis. The apostle himself demonstrated this in his picture of 
the sins of the Gentile world. For, as observed, as the Gentiles 

had not the law of Moses, their sins stood on exactly the same 
footing as the sins of the whole of mankind before the law. 

1 According to the passage of Chrysostom quoted by Bengel, Paul teaches in this 
verse : Sri obx avrn 4 amapria 773 TOU vowou wapaBdcews, aAA’ ixsivn 1 TUS roy Ada 

wapenons, adTn nv Thyra Avuaivouivn, xal Tis 4 ToUTOY amodEikis ; TO Mal TPI TOU vowav 

wiyras arobvicxey, ‘non id peccatum, quo lex violatur, sed Ulud, quo Adam 

inobediens fuit, omnem dedisse perniciem: nam etiam ante legem omnes esse 
mortuos.” 
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Further, duapria here is one and the same dyapr/a that is spoken 
of ver. 12. It is the one sin of mankind—there, objectively 
wrapped up in Adam; here, subjectively present in the world, and 

conceived as having its abode in it. 
—<paptia S& od éddoyeiTar pr) BvTos vouov] Luther, after 

the example of Ambrose and August.: “but where no law is, one 
regards not sin.” So, too, Calvin, Beza, and several moderns. 

According to them, the imputing person is supposed to be man 
himself, and the sense, that where no law is, men do not impute 

sin to themselves, have no keenly impressed sense of their guilt 
and sin. But éAdAoyelv, to take account, to reckon, found again 

Philem. 18, .alludes of itself rather to the relation between two 

parties, so that if a se/f-imputation were meant, this would have 
been expressly said. Next, the present proposition evidently 
corresponds with what is laid down iv. 15: ob yap ov« gore 
vomos, ovdé TrapaBacts, comp. Acts xvii. 30, and therefore teaches 

that where law is absent an olyectiwve imputation is absent. Lastly, 
ver. 14: py adwaptycavtes él TH Opovdpatt THs mapaBacews 
"Add, correspond to those who sinned: pu) dvtos vomov, ver. 13 ; 
and as the former are plainly described as those who committed 
sins which God did not impute, in éAXoyetyv also God is to be 

conceived as the imputing person. That vduos here means the 
Mosaic law, is evident as matter of course both from the allusion 

to the immediately preceding dyps vouov, and from the observa- 
tions on i. 12. 

—anrn éBacirevoey 0 Oavatos a.’A. p. M. nab ért rods py 
apapTycavtas| adXa is not atqui, but now, used in the assumption 
or minor proposition; this would be a\Aa pHv, Kal pj, or even 
éé. But yet it is not exactly = attamen, verumtamen, nihilo secius, 
but yet ; this would be aAN duos or Guws pévtor. Rather is it 
= at, but, however, in opposition to the preceding ovK« édXoyetTar. 

Comp. Meyer and de Wette on 1 Cor. iv. 15. Death appears 
here, so to speak, personified as a lord to whose sceptre men are 

subject, vi. 9,12, 14, vii, 1. The Greeks say: dpyew, avdocey, 

Bacrreverv,iyenoveverv, Kuptevew TLvos, or even TLvi ; the Hellenists: 
Bacirevery eri twa (LXX. 1 Sam. viii. 9, 11; Luke i. 33, 
xix. 14), in imitation of the Hebrew construction: "5 by 7b (Ps. 
xlvii. 8), "> 5y wd (Neh. v. 15), and “D >Y >viD (Proy. xxviii. 15), 
In kal ért Tovs 7) duaptnocaytas, as is now universally acknow- 
ledged, the reading is to be regarded as adequately attested, the 
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evidence for the omission of «ai being altogether insufficient ; for 
the omission of 47), nowise sufficient. From Adam to Moses death 
reigned.over those also who had not sinned. 

—érl TO opoimpate THs TapaBdoews "Addp] Chrysost. and 
Theophyl. join these words with éBacidevoev 6 Oavatos. In the 
same way Bengel, who interprets: “Quod homines ante legem 
mortui sunt, id accidit eis super similitudine transgressionis Adam, 
ze. quia illorum eadem atque Adami transgredientis ratio fuit: 
mortui sunt, propter alium reatum, non propter eum, quem ipsi 
per se contraxere, id est, propter reatum ab Adamo contractum.” 
In this case, in Tovs a) duaptyocavtas would lie a peculiar Pauline 

keenness of distinction; namely, sinners before the law would be 
called 7) duaptycavtes, because they committed sins which were 

not imputed. Comp. 2 Cor.v. 21. This interpretation has much 
to attract, because according to it the thought which confirms 
ver. 12 is openly expressed, instead of being merely supplied by 
inference after "Adap. Also the adrd, but, as well as the és 

before opo®pyarts, is thus capable of easier explanation. Only, 
then, one would have expected mw) tapaSdvras Tov vouov instead 
of pn dpapticaytres, and instead of él TO opowwpate Tis 
mapaBdacews Addu the more direct él th trapaBdaces, or dia THY 

mapaBacw tod “Addu. On this account it seems best to join 

emt TO om. THS Tap. A. with uy) duaptjcavtas. Those, then, are 
described who did not, like Adam, transgress a positive divine 
command, but only committed sins not imputed by the law. 
Nevertheless, if over these death, the penalty of sin, reigned, 

this goes to prove that they are punished on account of Adam’s 
mapaPacis, or in so far as they sinned in Adam. dpapravew 
évi tive does not occur elsewhere, but it is not without analogy. 
We may either take ézi in the sense of rule, comp. Luke i. 59, 

2 Cor. ix. 6, or interpret : with, wnder = the likeness existing, dvTos 
6powwpartos, Heb. ix. 17, x. 28. Therefore dwapt. émt tT. om. T. 
map. °A.=to sin in such a way that one has or presents the 
likeness of Adam’s transgression, z.c. as he transgresses a positive 
command. Since Origen, many interpreters have understood by 

#1) Gwaptyc. xTA. young, irresponsible children. Clearly these 
are not to be excluded, but they are neither specially nor directly 
intended. But, without doubt, every interpretation of vv. 12—14 
which views the mors infantiwm otherwise than as stipendiwm 
peccati must be rejected as a contradiction to the unlimited 
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generality with which the Pauline doctrine teaches that death is 
conditioned by sin. Most aptly now do the words come in— 
8s €ote TUTOS TOD péAAovTos]. Since after "Addu the thought 
naturally arises that all are subject to death on account of Adam’s 
mapaPacs, on this naturally follows the thought that Adam is 
therefore a type of Christ, inasmuch as just as Adam’s sin brought 
death to all, so Christ’s righteousness brought life to all. The 
words are to be understood thus: és (sce. "Adam) éote tvs TO 
péAXovTos, sc. "Addu, te. ToD Xpiotov. In 1 Cor. xv. 45, also, 
Paul places in contrast 6 mpdtos (avOpwmos) Addu and o 
écyatos Addu, asa Rabbinical saying runs: DWT 87 INNA DIN, 
the last Adam (in contrast with the i877 D738) is the Messiali. 
As ai@v pédXor, in contrast with ai@y obtos, denoted the Messianic 

period, so "Ada o péAXwy or 0 EoxaTos, in contrast with "Adap 
6 mpo@tos, denoted the Messiah. The participle 0 méddwy is 
neither to be resolved by the imperfect: “which Adam is a type 
of him who was to come,” nor yet is Christ Himself to be con- 
ceived as still to come, inasmuch as He is expected to return from 
heaven. Without doubt, in the phrase o wéAXwv, Paul employs a 
designation of the Messiah borrowed from the pre-Christian stand- 
point. Both on account of the familiarity of this conception of 
the Messiah as the ’Adap o pédAXwr, and on account of the natural 
reference of és to the immediately preceding "Addy, it must be 
described as improbable and artificial to take tod péAXovTos as 
neuter, and, referring és to tTv7os, to understand it as used by 
attraction for 6=which thing contains a figure of that which 
should one day take place, in which extension of death to all men 
on account of Adam’s sin is contained a type of the future, or of 
a future thing, ze. of the life procured for all by Christ’s right- 
eousness. Tvzros from timtw, the impression of one body on 
another produced by a blow or otherwise, the impressed form, the 
impressed figure or type, so John xx. 25: tov tUrov TaV Frwr; 
then generally, the type, figure, Acts vii. 43, and that conceived 
now as the original type, general form, pattern, norm, so Acts 
vii. 44, xxiii. 25, Rom. vi. 17, Heb. viii. 5; now as fore-type, 
either as a moral, so Phil. iii. 17, 1 Thess. i. 7, 2 Thess. iii. 9, 

1 Tim. iv. 12, Tit. ii. 7, 1 Pet. v. 3, or historical fore-type, so 
1 Cor. x. 6,11, and so here. The after-type, anti-type (avtitutros, 
Heb. ix. 24; 1 Pet. iii. 21), here is Christ. IIs tuzros; asks 

Chrysostom. 67, he answers, womep éxelvos tois é€& avrod, 
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Kaltouvye pn hayovow amd Tod EvXov, yéyovev ai'tios Oavdtou Tob 
dua THY Bpdow cicaxPévtos otTw Kal 6 Xpictos Tois €E avrod, 
kaltouye ov dukatoTpaynaacs, yéyove mpokevos Sixatoctvys (rather 
Cwijs), iv Ova ToD oTavpod Tacw piv éyapicato. Both, then, are 
representative heads of mankind—one the representative head of 
sin and death, the other of righteousness and life. 

The exposition to follow of the remainder of the section will 
make manifest how only the interpretation we have accepted as 
the right one of vv. 12—14 renders possible an exposition of the 
rest of the section at once precise and in perfect harmony with 
the connection of the words. But we wish first of all to describe 
in its relations the apostle’s general point of view in reference to 
the sin found among mankind, as far as we are able and authorized 
to do this by the principles already considered. Paul in the first 
place draws a distinction between 1) duwaptia and 1) tapaBaos. 
The latter is the single act of transgressing God’s positive law, 
such as was done by Adam (ver. 14); the former, the sin of the 
world conceived as a unity, as this was wrapped up objectively 
in Adam’s act (ver. 12), or subjectively dwells in the world 
(ver. 13). Only the tapaBacus of Adam is to be regarded as sin 
that is imputed, punished with death; the duaptia tod Kocpov is 
so only in so far as it was included in this twapaBaows. Before 
the revelation of the Mosaic vouos there was no sin imputed, 
punished with death, other than the rapaBaous of Adam, including 
in itself the duapria Tob Koopwov. Not the duaptia tod Koopov, 
but only the wapaBacus vouov stands in the same category with 
the mapaBacws ’Addmu, and as such is in and of itself imputable 
and penal, just because it is not merely sin, but transgression of 
the law. But, on the other hand, the deputy of the vouos, which, 

according to i. 19, 20, 52, ii. 14, 15, the Gentiles possess in 

their law of conscience, is sufficient to render them inexcusable ; 

so that, in connection with those declarations, the absolute dictum: 

dpaptia ovK €ddoyeitas pr) GvTos vowov, must be reduced to a 
relative import. That is, in comparison with the apaBacis 

"ASdp and with the mapaBacts vomov, indeed the imputation, to 
which the duaptia Tod Koopov is subject, cannot come at all into 
account, seeing that it finds its primary and essential imputation 
only in the wapéBacts of Adam. Nevertheless this very apapria, 
as a violation of the natural law of conscience, is imputable 

enough, ie is guilty and penal, “Sane unius lapsui,” says 
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Bengel, “ mors multorum assignatur immediate, ver. 15. Sic non 

negatur, cujusvis peccati stipendium esse mortem, sed ostenditur, 
primariam mortis causam esse peccatum primum. Hoc nos 
peremit: sicut latro post homicidium furatus punitur ob homi- 
cidium, nec tamen impune furatus est, furti poena in poenam 
homicidii confluente, sed ad homicidii poenam vix aestimata.” If, 
now, we wish to formulate still further for our dogmatic conscious- 
ness the Pauline doctrines which are to be connected in the way 
indicated, we are, as matter of fact, naturally led to the old- 
fashioned method of distinguishing between, as also of associating, 
nature and person, genus and individual, or, more particularly, 
between the generic will and specific personal will, the latter of 
which is to be regarded merely as the individually-determined 
impression of the former, so that the latter is invariably involved 
and implied in the former. The universal generic will committed, 
in Adam, the personal, conscious act of transgression against God’s 
positive law, and is accordingly subject to the penalty of death 
assigned to this imputable act of transgression. The particular 
individual, born afterwards, can of course have no recollection of 

this original act of transgression in which he was partaker, because 
on his part this act was the act, not of a conscious person, but 
merely of an unconscious genus. Nevertheless, that he did really 
and truly partake therein is proved by the fact that this act dwells 
in him from birth in the form of sinful propensity. For in this 
habitus is manifested nothing else than that aversion of human 
nature from God which took place in Adam. On this account 
there also dwells in the individual, along with the principle of 
sin, the principle of death as the wages of sin. When the indi- 
vidual advances into the arena of mature consciousness and inde- 
pendent will, he cannot, as matter of course, reverse the act of 

determination once done in Adam, but, in keeping with the 

primal sin committed once for all, goes on doing sin always. 
This doing of sin is necessary, because it is merely the consequence 
of the primal act; yet it is also free, because the generic act of 
determination done once for all time is a free act. When, there- 

fore, the individual reproduces that generic sin in individual sinful 
acts, he does so freely, because in this he merely repeats the 
primal fact of apostasy, and continually determines himself person- 
ally in the same way in which he determined himself as a part of 

the genus. In proportion, then, as the individual detaches him- 
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self, so to speak, from the basis of nature, and by his own act 

makes the universal sin of nature his own, does he become 

personally responsible for it, although, in consequence of the 
darkness that has fallen upon moral and religious consciousness, 
this appropriation and responsibility appears merged in the 
original act and original guilt, and is only then fully complete, 
when, face to face with God’s law anew revealed, it anew takes 

the form of a personal act of transgression. 
The apostle, having indicated rather than fully expanded the 

parallel between Adam and Christ, proceeds, vv. 15-17, first of all 

to specify the points of difference which are found along with the 
resemblance. Thus, before the parallel itself is drawn out in 
detail, a limitation in it is indicated. Bengel says well: “Adamus 
et Christus, secundum rationes contrarias, conveniunt, in positivo ; 

differunt, in comparativo. Convenientiam Paulus primum, vy. 
12-14, innuit, protasi expressa, apodosi tantisper ad subaudien- 

1 The Protestant Church had therefore adequate Scripture-ground, as well as suffi- 
cient dogmatic justification, for its doctrine of the imputatio peccati Adamitici ad 
culpam et poenam, and its consequence peccatum originale consisting in the habitus 
peccandi and the reatus, of which this is the ground. It is one merit of Julius 
Miiller’s treatise (The Christian Doctrine of Sin), that it has decisively demonstrated 
the untenableness of the modern mode of conception, according to which the natural 
sinful tendency or moral disorder caused by the fact of sin in Adam’s posterity is 
regarded merely as innocent misfortune; so that in this matter all that is to be 
imputed to them is free consent (vol. II. p. 307). On the contrary, it is a funda- 
mental element of Miiller’s doctrine,—as thoroughly in accord with Scripture and 
experience as it is far-reaching,—honourably distinguishing it from modern theories, 
that the sinfulness of the individual present from the very time of birth is subject 
to divine imputation, or constitutes a relation of guilt before the divine tribunal. 
Nevertheless even Miiller holds fast to the rationalistic supposition of the absolute 
dependence of guilt upon personal self-decision. In order to get rid of the con- 
tradiction connected with this, he takes refuge in the speculative hypothesis of an 
extra-temporal state, and original fall of man as a personal being out of time (vol. 

II. p. 357). But this mode of solution only serves, in our opinion, to bring clearly 

out the necessity of giving up one or the other of the two contradictory premises; 
as well as, if the former is to be maintained, of seeking a further understanding of 
the mystery of original sin only in the way marked out by the church. As matter 
of fact, the speculative attempt at reconciliation in question does not, as its author 
supposes, merely begin beyond Scripture, but runs directly in its face, Scripture, as 
this passage of the Romans shows, clearly representing the human race, not only 
with respect to its physical and mental, but also with respect to its spiritual powers, 
as wrapped up in Adam, seeing that sin, not merely as a corruption of body and 
soul, but sin in general,—therefore, above all, as selfishness, as an apostasy of the 
spirit from God, and rebellion of the will against His command,—is expressly traced 

back to Adam’s fall. Comp. the more thorough exposition of the doctrine of sin in 
my Kirchlichen Glaubenslehre, III. pp. 1-217. 



CHAP, V. 15. e2OU 

dum relicta. Deinde differentiam multo magis directe et expresse 
describit.” 

Ver. 15. "AAN ovy ws TO TapamTwyua, oUTw Kal TO xYapiopa] 
TO Tapartwpa, from raparrimrtery, lapsus, the offence. TapaTTopa 
is used of the /apsus Adami also Wisd. x. 1, as here. Iapartwpa 
invariably denotes a definite sinful act, which, as in the case 

before us, may at the same time be wapafacus, comp. ver. 14, but 
not necessarily’so ; for the Gentiles have wapavtwyarta, Eph. i. 7, 
ii. 1, but no wapaBdces vouov. To ydpicpa, the gracious gift of 
God, consisting in the imputation of the righteousness of Christ 
in justification, consequently = 7) Swpea in this verse; To dwpnya, 
ver. 16; 7 dwpea tis Stxatocvvns, ver. 17. Therefore: But not 
as the offence, so also the gift of grace. In the predicate, eoriy, is, 
or éxet, stands, is to be supplied. We should now have expected 
the apostle, over against the mwapamrtwya of Adam, to place the 
dixaiwpa of Christ, ver. 18, not the ydpscua of God. But the 
form of expression is concise. On one side stands the rapav7wpa 
of Adam, the xatdxpiya of God upon mankind in consequence of 
this wapdmtwpa, and @dvatos in consequence of the cataxpipma. 
On the other side stands the ducaiwya of Christ, the ydpicpa of 
God in consequence of this dcca/wya, consisting in dc«aiwors, in 

the dwpea tis Sixacocvvns, and wn aidvios in consequence of this 
xdpuspa. As the apostle then opposes yapicpa to maparrwya, 
from the latter xatdxpiua @avdtov is, as matter of course, 

supplied to wapdr7wya, just as ydpiopua also points to fw, its 
consequence. The complete sentence would run: But it is not 
with the transgression of Adam, which had God’s judicial wrath 
against mankind and death for its consequence, as with the 
gracious gift of justification, depending on Christ’s righteousness, 
which has life for its consequence. But rapartwpa and yapiopa 
are emphasized and opposed merely in a preliminary way as the 
chief conceptions upon which the chief stress is laid in the 
exposition immediately following. 
—Ei yap tT tov évos wapartwpate of ToAXOL aréBavov] This 

passage confirms our interpretation of ver. 12; for the @avatos 
of the many is described here as the direct consequence of the 
mapattwpa of the one, precisely because in this vapamrwya the 
dyaptia of the many, of which death is the wages, is directly 
included. According to the other interpretation of ver. 12, the 
connection of the transgression of the one with the death of the 
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many must be conceived as brought about by the sinful acts or 
sinful tendencies of the many themselves, an idea yf which there 
is not a trace in the words before us. e/, not =quandoquidem, 
since, but the conditional particle sz, 77, usual in the hypothetical 
syllogism. of moAdot, the many, as to extent not different from 

mavtes avOpwrrot, ver. 12. But the expression is selected in con- 
trast to els; for in the abstract all need not be many, ver. 19, 

xii. 5; 1 Cor. x. 17; also Matt. xx. 28, xxvi. 28, where likewise 
mavtes are described as 7roAAol. “ Possunt aliqua esse omnia, 
quae non sunt multa,” observes Augustine. 
—TOANW parrov] A quantitative plus of intensive demon- 

stration of power can only occur here to a perplexed exegesis 
that is unable in any other way to conceive a real differ- 
ence between the results issuing from Adam and from Christ, 
while the higher degree of @ priori evidence belonging to 
one fact above another seems to constitute no real distinction 
between the two facts. But the structure of the sentence leads 
us, precisely as vv. 9, 10, 17, x1 24, to think merely of the 
logical plus of certainty. For the conditional inference, that 7f 
(e2) the one is, much more (7oAA@® wadXov) the other is, simply 
asserts that the existence of that other has a far higher degree of 
certainty and evidence than the existence of the one. moAdA@ 
parrov is therefore not = in how much greater a degree, but = 
much more is it to be supposed, much less can it be doubted. Rightly, 
Chrysostom: woAXA@ yap TovTo evAoywTepov. For how should 
not the issues of a divine act working salvation be far more 
certain than the issues of a human act working ruin ? 
— xapis tod Geod nal 7 Swpea] As previously ydpiopa, so 

here ydpis and Swped are opposed to mapamtwya. In this way 
the xdapicpa, the gift of grace, is merely divided into its two con- 
stituents, the grace (7 xapis) and the gift (7 dwpea). “H yapis 
zou Qeod denotes, then, favor Dei, God's gracious disposition 

towards men, from which, as from its fountain, flows 7 Swped. 
But in this case the dwped itself, as is proved by the entirely 
parallel statement ver. 17 (of myv wepiccetay Tis yapitos Kal TIS 
Swpeas Tis Sixacocuvns ANapPavovtes), can only be the Swpea Tis 
Sixacocuvns, the gift of justification, of which ¢w7 is only the 
result, not the Swpea ris Swaps itself. 
—v ydpitt TH TOV évos avOparrou "Incotd Xpiorov) As 7 

Swped = 70 ydpicua naturally requires the supplement ey xdpizu, 
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it is the most obvious course to connect these words, actually 

subjoined as they are, with 7 dwpea, not with émepiccevoe. The 
addition, naturally to be looked for, év yapuTs is then to be 
regarded as an essentially constituent part of the substantive 
idea, and is therefore connected without the article (instead of 7 
év yapitt) with the preceding substantive, comp. Winer, p. 155, 
and Harless on Eph. i 15. apis is then more precisely defined 
as the grace of Jesus Christ. Hence the subjoined article év 
xapiTt TH KTA., Which unusual employment of the article (comp. 
also i. 18, i, 14) cannot well be explained or supported if these 
words be connected with ézepiccevce. The apostle describing 
xapts, which, according to what is said just before, we must have 
been disposed to regard as the yapis tod Geod, as the yapus 
*Incov Xpiorod cannot surprise us, as there is in truth but one 
grace of God, which is quite as much the grace of the Son as 
the grace of the Father. Concerning the yapis “Incod Xpicrod, 
comp. Acts xv. 11; 2 Cor. vi. 9; Gal ©+6; Tit, ui 7... Bat 
Paul says not simply 4 yapis “Incod Xpuctod, but 1) xapus 
Tod évos avOpemmov *Inood Xpictod, in opposition to the 
Tapantwua tov évos. Doubtless, as dvOpwmos Christ is the 
mediator, 1 Tim. ii. 5; but in so far as such He exercises yapus, 

He is this only as the dv@pwros, who is at the same time the 
vids Oeod, as GecvOpwros.' The apostle, as the beginning of this 
verse shows, would oppose ydpicwa to wapartwpa. This he 
now does, but in such a way that in the words 7 ydpus... 

*Incod Xpiotod he resolves, paraphrases, and expands the notion 
of ydpicwa, and then, instead of opposing to T@ Tod évos 
TapanT@pats of ToNNOL aTéVavoy a TH Tov évds yYapiopaTe ob 
Toro Sjcovrar, speaks of the repracevesy of the ydpioua. 
This also shows that the connection of éy yaputs «Td. with 
Swped is correct, whereas the connection with émepiccevce 

1 “‘Libenter,” says Bengel, ‘‘ Jesum Paulus (prae ceteris apostolis, qui eum ante 

passionem viderunt) hominem appellat, in hoe negotio, 1 Cor. xv. 21; 1 Tim. ii. 5. 
Quis humanam Christi naturam excludat ab officio mediatorio? Paulus hoc versu, ubi 

nomen hominis Christo tribuit, Adamo non tribuit: et ver. 19, ubi Adamo tribuit, 

Christo non tribuit. Scilicet non eodem tempore Aumanitatem et Adamus sustinet 
et Christus: et aut Adam nomine hominis indignum se fecit ; aut nomen hominis 
vix satis dignum est Christo. Porro denominari solet Christus ab humana natura, 
ubi agitur de hominibus ad Deum adducendis, Heb. ii. 6 sqq., a divina vero, ubi 
agitur de adventu Salvatoris ad nos, et de praesidio, quod ipse nobis praestat 
adversus hostes, Tit. ii. 13.” 
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needlessly perplexes the order of thought, since tTé Tod évds 
maparTopyatt has then a double opposition, first, 7) yapis Tod 
Geod cal 9 dwped = 70 yapiopa, and next, év yaputs TH KTH. 

—eis Tods ToANovs €mEepiccevce] The oddoi are TavTes 
SixatwOnoopuevot, Vv. 18, 19, who are described as many, in 

opposition to the ets ay@pwres. The aorist éwepiocevce refers, 
not so much to the subjective and actual participation of the 
moAot in the ydpis and Swped, as to the objective and actual 
existence of this yapus and dwped for the 7roAXol. ITepiocever te 
eis Twa has not so much a comparative as a superlative import, 
iii. 7 = something comes to one most abundantly, something falls 
to one’s lot beyond measure (epiocov, abundanter, largissime, in 
most abundant degree). The difference, then, in the results of 
Adam’s and Christ’s life lies in the swperabundance (the emphasis 
rests on ézrepiocevae) of the results of the latter, and indeed this 
superabundance is set forth as an evident and natural fact 
(7oAA@ padrov). And this is the more evident as it is grounded 
in the grace of God and Christ, which, if manifested at all, can 
only be manifested superabundantly. 

Ver. 16 introduces a further point of difference. As the one 
sin of Adam brings us condemnation, so through the righteous- 
ness of Christ, imparted to us in the way of gift, we are absolved 
not merely from the one sin of Adam, but also from the many 

sins which we ourselves have added. Kal ovy as & évos 
dpaptncavtos, To S@pnua] Some modern expositors expunge the 
comma after duaptjcavtos, and make d#pnyua the exclusive sub- 
ject of the sentence, only supplying after it the copula éoTw = 
and not as through one who sinned is the free gift, 2e. it is not 
as if it were occasioned only through one sinner, rather is it 
bestowed on occasion of many trespasses. But the similarity 
with the beginning of the 15th verse suggests the necessity of a 
like construction here. The most simple mode of supplement 
would then be: cat ody ws dv’ évds apuaptyicavtos éyéveto, TO 
Swpnud éott. The expression is, no doubt, very concise, but it is 
explained by the fact that above all special prominence was to 
be given to the els dyaptycas, on whom in what follows every- 
thing turned, in opposition to the woAAol duapticartes, or rather 
to their woA\a tapart@pata. On this account it is perhaps 
superfluous, in antithesis to 7d Sépyya, to supply either, as is 
indicated by what follows, Td xardxpiua, or provisionally with 
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still less definiteness to wd@nua, as the subject of the first 
clause = kal ovy ws &’ évds duaptncavTos TO KaTdKpima (Td 
mdOnua) éyéveto, TO Swpnua éeotw. Similarly Luther, who 
renders in paraphrastic form: “And the gift is not only con- 

cerning one sin (kal od 1d SHpnua trép évos apapTnpatos, 
namely, in order to obliterate only this one dudptnpua), as 

- through.the one sin of the one sinner all the ruin” (a> 6: évos 
duaptnuatos, since he read, on the critical authority of the 
Vulgate, wav TO waOnua or KaTd«pipa) But the reading 
duaptnwaros, not sufficiently authenticated, instead of dyapry- 
cavTos, is plainly to be treated as a mere correction to remove 
a difficulty. 

—rd pev yap xpiua é& évos eis KaTdxptua] sc. éyéveto. For 
the judgment was from one unto condemnation. to xpiwa is of 
itself a neutral idea. The result of the xpiwa may as readily be 
acquittal as condemnation, accordingly as a righteous or un- 
righteous man is submitted to the divine judgment. Here, then, 
Kpiwa becomes xatdxpywa, the judicial sentence becomes a 
sentence of condemnation, the judgment a penal judgment. This 
is the most simple and natural interpretation of xpiua in the con- 
nection, and in relation to xataxpiya. €& Evos, sc. dwapTicavTos, or 
even avOpwrov, vv, 12,15, 17,19. évos cannot be neuter, be- 
cause in what precedes we read aduaptycartos, not auaptnuatos; 
and the reference forward to rapartwpdtwv = é& évds mapar- 
Touatos, instead of the reference backward to duapryncavtos, 
is arbitrary. The sense remains substantially the same, whether 
I say the sentence of condemnation came through one sinner or 
through one sin; for even in the first case the one sin of the one 
sinner is meant. Here, as throughout this section, the gaze of the 
apostle is fixed on the efs, and when he speaks of his tapdtTepa 
he calls it mapdrrwpa tod éves, not év wapdrTwuya. But even 
here the chief stress rests upon évos, as in évds dwaptncavtos; for 
in addition to this no emphasis is meant to be placed on xpipa 

and ydpicpa, Katadxpywa and Sixaiwpa, as points of difference. 
These indeed are real contrasts, and perhaps the intention is to 
intimate that it is not accidental that the free grace, from which 
issued the yapioua, has a wider circle of operation than the 
justice which passed the xpiwa. But it is perfectly self-evident, 
and therefore need not be instanced as a special point of 
difference, that if Adam and Christ are ever brought into 

Puiuippr, Rom. I. s 
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comparison, from the one issued xpiwa eis xataxpiwa, from the 
other yapucpa eis duxaiwpa. €&, from, allied to, but not identical 
with éva, stands for the source or cause from which something 

proceeds, comp. Winer, p. 460. The cataxpiya is completed in 
@avatos, and extends efs tovs todAovs, as follows necessarily 
from the ideas developed in vv. 12-15. 

—r0 d€ ydpicua €x TOANOY TapaTTwpaTwr eis Sixaiwpal sc. 
éyeveto. But the gift of grace was from many offences unto sentence 
of justification. éx stands here also for the active occasion, inas- 
much as the many sins are conceived as invoking the divine 
compassion to pass sentence of absolution, just as there the 
one sinner is conceived as invoking the divine justice to pass 
sentence of condemnation. roAAa mapamTmpara are the actual 
sins of individuals. Here, then, merely the eis duaptyoas, or the 

TrapaTTopua of Adam, and the 7oA\a mapartmparta are brought 

into contrast. The dyuaprtia included in the 7apartwpa of Adam, 
and inherent in the individual as habitus peccandi, is not specially 
emphasized, though of course it is the principle and source of the 
particular wapartwpara. Axaiwpa is not to be identified with 
dvxaiwya in ver. 18, which latter as Christ’s satisfaction of the 
law stands in contrast with the rapamtwpa of Adam. Here, on 
the other hand, dvcaiwpa forms the opposite of xataxpiya. . One 
might even explain the form of the word merely from this 
opposition, so that dveatwpa, the termination denoting product or 
state being chosen for the sake of resemblance to xataxpiua, is 
equivalent to dvcaiwous. Still a difference of meaning may be 
supposed, which at the same time. makes the substantive opposi- 
tion still more precise. dvcaiwpa signifies, i. 32, the ordinance; 

but here, derived from é:cavodv in the specific Pauline sense, 
the ordinance by which an unrighteous man is declared righteous. 
Thus dccaiwsis is the act of justification; dcxcaiwpa, on the other 
hand, the sentence of justification, the decretuwm absolventis, and in 

this way Sixaiwpya, the sententia absolutoria, stands in appro- 
priate contrast with xataxpiua, the sententia damnatoria, not 

only as to form, but also as to meaning. Comp. Bar. i. 17: 
dwcover ddfav Kal Sixaiwpa TH Kvpiw, also Ecclus. xxxv. 16. 
Whereas, then, ver. 15 depicts the intensive, this verse depicts 

the extensive superabundance of grace, Christ having repaired not 
merely the loss inflicted by Adam, but also that which we added to 
it. “ Gratia,” observes Melanchthon on this verse, “abolet multa 
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peceata, scilicet originale et actualia, radicem et fructus.” So 

Augustine early: “quia non solum illud unum solvit, quod 

originaliter trahitur, sed etiam quae in unoquoque homine motu 

propriae voluntatis adduntur.” 
Ver. 17. On ver. 15 the thought naturally suggested itself 

that the future life of the many who receive the zrepicceia of 
xapis and of the dwpea év ydpcts, is far more certain than the 
death of the many through the transgression of one. This 
thought now finds expression ver. 17, the verse thus containing 
indeed a supplement or inference, but in no sense a confirmation 
or exposition of ver. 15. The yap by which ver. 17 is intro- 
duced can accordingly only confirm the purport of ver. 16. Were 
it intended to confirm ver. 15, then ver. 16 must be regarded as 
a parenthesis, a view which seems altogether arbitrary. Ver. 16 
affirms that the gift of grace makes reparation not merely for Adam’s 
sin, but also for the many transgressions of his posterity. This 
is corroborated by the fact of the indisputable certainty that they 
who obtain the superabundant fulness of grace will one day reign 
in life. And, in fact, had Christ made satisfaction merely for the 

mapartwuwa of Adam, and not also for the many wapartopata of 
his posterity, neither would the grace bestowed on them have 
been called superabundant, nor could their reign in life have 
been regarded as assured, since that reign would have been still 
dependent on their own satisfaction for their woAda taparto- 
pata. The intensive abundance of grace, and the certainty of 
life springing therefrom (ver. 17), are thus without doubt the 
ground of the extensive all-sufficiency of this grace (ver. 16). 
Ei yap 1 tod évds Tapattépata 6 Odvatos éBacidevoe Sid 
Tod évds] answers to «¢ yap T® ToD évds TaparTdpaTe of 
ToAAot améfavov, ver. 15, The reading is uncertain. Passing 
by Origen and an unimportant codex having év évds rapartépatt, 
as well as the simple 7@ mapartapart, which is the reading of 
another unimportant codex, the reading év évi wapamtwpatt, re- 
commended by Griesbach, has considerable, the reading év ro évi 
maparT@yate not inconsiderable attestation. But such attestation 

is not wanting to the Jectio recepta. Both the variants worthy ot 
notice, év.évi and €v 7@ évl wapamTwpati, are now, indeed, to be 
looked on as corrections ; first, because they occur, for the most 
part, in the same codices which, reading in ver. 16 duaptnwatos for 
apaptjncavros, took évés there as neuter, and must thus have been 
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disposed to substitute, ver. 17, é&v mapawtwpa for tapattopa 
Tov évos; secondly, because this disposition must have been 

strengthened by the apparently tautological repetition of 81a tod 
évos. A positive evidence for the recepta is the correspondence 
with ver. 15, the reference to that verse in general in the present 
verse being unmistakeable. Instead of ot mroAXol aéPavor, the 
apostle says here: o Odvatos éRBactnevoe, chiefly by this expres- 
sion to prepare the way for the following év a7 Bacvevcovar ; 
for it behoves him here, in harmony with the strain of thought 

indicated, to make prominent that certainty of the abundance of 
life and reign in life which confirms the certainty of the atone- 
ment made for the roAXa TapamtTwparta, ver. 16. For the same 
reason also in 6ua Tov évos the eis is repeatedly and expressively 
emphasized, dua tod évds "Inood Xpiotod being meant for this 
purpose to form a striking contrast, as the certainty of the reign 
in life depends on this very fact, that the eis who is its Mediator 
is Jesus Christ.. As Té tod évds TapaTTwpartt, in the beginning 
of this verse, runs parallel with r@ tod évos mapaTTopmate, ver. 
15, so dua Tov évos answers to &’ évds duapticavtos and é& 
évos, ver. 16. “But the repetition of of woANoé was of no moment 
here. 

—TOAA® paddov] as in ver. 15, not the quantitative plus, but 
the logical much more of inference to denote greater force of 
evidence. 

—ol THY TEpioceiay Ths xapiTos Kal TAS Swpeds THs Suxavocvvys 

AapBavovtes] The repioceia, the abundance, the exuberant great- 

ness, 2 Cor. vill. 2, resumes érepiocevoe, ver. 15, yapis and dwped 

being distinguished from each other here as there ; but dwped is 
expressly described with reference to dccalwpa, ver. 16, as dwped 
THs OLxatocvyns (genit. apposit.). ot AawPavovtes might, as the 
participium praesentis with the article often is, be used substan- 
tivally, so that, converted into a noun, it excludes all definition 

of time (=the recipients), comp. Winer, p. 444, and the examples 
there quoted. But it is best to preserve its participial and 
present force, the reception of grace, the objective existence of 
which was spoken of ver. 15, being thus described as continuing 
in time. “ Accipere (AapPavesv),” says Bengel, “potest vel 

1 Similar emphatic repetitions are found also Matt. xxvi. 24: 6 dvdpwaros ixsivos ; 
2 Cor. xii. 7: iva wh torspaipawor; Eph. vi. 19, 20: ty rapincig . . . ive tv abew 
Wee ppnriea as at, 

a 
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tanquam neutro-passivum reddi empfangen, erlangen, kriegen, vel 
active annehmen. Lud potius. Relatio tamen ad dwpedy, donum, 
cum actu swmendi melius convenit. In justificatione homo agit 
aliquid: sed non justificat actus sumendi, quatenus est actus ; 

sed illud quod sumitur sive apprehenditur.” 
—év ton Baciretcover] Manifestly to be understood of future 

fei) aidvios, in which alone the Baoidevew takes place. Hence 
the future. But the apostle says not: 7 Cw Paciretoe emt 
Tovs .. . N\awPBavortas, in correspondence with 6 Oavatos éBaci- 
Aevoe, but of .. . NawPavovtes ev Con Bacidevoover, because the 

sinner is in subjection to death as to a foreign power lording it 
over him with despotic sway, whereas the justified man, as one 

delivered from the power of death, is himself raised to exercise 
don ‘inion as a king in life. As to this Baovredvew of believers 
1 eternal life, which is a ovyxdnpovopeiv, a cvvd0Edleo Oar, and 
_ovpBacirevew oly TS Xpicte, comp. viii. 17; 1 Cor. iv. 8, 
ee Or3,-2cLim, ii. 12 5) Rev. xx.,4, kxiin 5. 

—dia Tod évos "Incod Xpictod] “ In uno hoc versu,” observes 
Bengel on ver. 14, “ ponitur nomen individui “Addy, in caeteris 
‘nomen appellativum, homo. Nomen autem Jesu Christi, Adami 

nomine oblivioni tradito, clare praedicatur,’ vv. 15,17. If we 

briefly summarize the dogmatic elements in which the super- 
abundance of the grace and gift of Christ is manifested, we shall 
put it thus: Adam possessed a finite righteousness and con- 
ditional promise of eternal life; Christ brought an infinite 
righteousness and the free gift of eternal life itself. Adam com- 
mitted one sin, and in virtue of this incurred the penalty of 
death ; Christ atoned for many sins, and not merely abolished 
death, but planted life in its stead. 

The apostle had not yet explicitly drawn out the parallel 
between Adam and Christ, but now does it, vv. 18,19. It was 

indeed, as to its essential substance, already contained in the pro- 
tasis, ver. 12, taken along with 65 éore tU7ros TOD médAOVTOS, Ver. 

14. Wherefore, even in the limitation of the parallel which the 
glory and exuberance of God’s grace in Christ, filling his soul, 
compelled him to put first, in order clearly to set forth how much 
greater is the gain through Christ than the loss through Adam, 
—even in this Paul could take for granted the substance of 
the parallel itself, as in vv. 15-17 we have on one side the 
TapdTTwwa, KaTaxpiwa, and Oavatos; on the other side, the és 
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avOpwmos Incots Xpictos, Sixatwous, and fy. Still he must 
perforce draw out at length and set forth in due form the 
parallel itself on which, in the whole exposition before us, he 
laid emphatic stress. Hence after the incidental limitation he 
turns back to the beginning of his description, and now brings 
forward in their complete mutual relations all the ideal elements 
that come into view in the comparison between Adam and Christ. 

Ver. 18. “Apa ovv] Accordingly then. Paul places these 
particles of inference, in very frequent use with him, contrary to 
classical usage at the beginning of the sentence, vii. 3, 25, 
vill. 12, ix. 16, 18, xiv. 12, 19, etc. It serves often as here, 

eg. Vil. 25, to introduce a summary conclusion of the preceding 
exposition; for the substance of the summary recapitulation 
results as an inference from the contents of the detailed state- 
ment going before. Here, as remarked, the exposition, to whicl 
the resumptive inference refers, is partly introduced and indicated 
vv. 12-14, partly contained in the form of the presupposition 
vv. 15-17. 
—6 évds maparrépatos| That évds, both here and in the 

following 6v évds Suxatmpatos, is to be taken as masculine, not 
neuter, follows, apart from the contrast in which it stands with 
eis mavtas avOpeHrrovs, from the fact that throughout the ex- 
position, vv. 12, 15, 16, 17, 19, it is always used in the mas- 

culine. The apostle was under no necessity to write: dua Tod 
maparTwwatos Tod évos. Rather here, where he begins the 
matter as it were afresh, the omission of the article is quite 
appropriate. So ver. 12 we read 6.’ évds dv@peémov, and then 
ver. 15 tod évds, because this eis was already named and familiar. 
Just so ver. 16, where again a new element is introduced, évds, 

but ver. 17 rod évos. Just so here, ver. 18, évos, and ver. 19, 
TOU éVvOs. 

—els xataxpia] sc. Gavarov, as after ver. 12 ff. is understood 
as matter of course. Comp. fwfs expressly added to the following 
ducatwow. But the immediate connection in which, even as to 

outward phraseology, the wapdmTwpa of Adam is placed with 
the xatdxpiwa Oavarov of all men, intimates that this immediate 
connection obtains also as to actual fact, and that we have no 

authority to supplement or rather alter the apostle’s meaning by 
any alien combination of thought. He says nothing but this, 
and this he does say expressly and exclusively, that through 
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Adam’s transgression God’s sentence of condemnation, which in 
death is carried into effect, came upon all men. 

—otTw Kai 80 évds Scxar@patos] Sixaiwwa here stands in 
opposition to 7apdmtTwpa. It must therefore receive a sense in 
harmony with this contrast. Consequently it means neither, as 
in 1. 32, il. 26, ordinance, statute, nor yet, as in v. 16, sentence of 

justification ; but, as in Bar. ii. 19, Rev. xix. 8, fulfilment of right, 
righteous act. The explanation quoted from Aristotle, Zthie. 
Nicom. v.10: Sixaimpa Sé To étravdpOwpa Tod abdixnpaTos, 
reparation for an unjust act, would indeed be strikingly appro- 
priate in the connection, but it cannot be supported by biblical 
idiom. Aristotle probably does not mean reparation by means of 
a just action (ze. by means of dccacompadynua), but in keeping 
with the classical use of Sixacodv =to punish, to chastise, probably 
takes Svxaimwa in the sense of punishment as reparation for an 
unjust action. As Adam’s wapdrtapa is a transgression of law, 
so Christ’s Sicaiwpa is a fulfilment of right or of law. As the 
one sufficed for the condemnation, so the other suffices for the 

justification, for the absolution of mankind. Christ’s recte factum 
(v<atwpa) is thus in very deed a satisfactio, and, in truth, as both 
the previous exposition and the present strain of thought evince, 
a satisfactio vicaria. But as Adam’s wapdmrtwpa, so also Christ’s 
Suxaiwpa is to be taken as a particular definite action. The latter 
is the death of Christ, upon which the apostle has hitherto ex- 
clusively based our reconciliation and justification. Accordingly 
the death of Christ has a twofold relation. It is quite as much a 
fulfilment of law as a bearing of penalty,—the former principally 
as an act of spontaneous surrender, John x. 17,18; the latter, as 

endurance of the curse of the law, Gal. iii, 13. The following 
verse shows that, as the result, the crowning point of His obedience, 
which was tested and proved through the whole of His life, is 
itself taxoy. In this obedience Christ gave Himself up to the 
will of the Father, John iv. 34, etc., and so perfected the voluntary 
suffering of His death. Thus in the expressions dvcatwpa and 
imaxon is, without doubt, given the groundwork for the dogma of 
obedientia activa, while the old dictum is justified: actio ejus fuit 
passiva et passio furt activa. The death of Christ being not only 
katdpa but also Sicatwpa, the Sixaiwous based upon it is not 
merely a negative removal of guilt, forgiveness of sins, but 
also a positive declaring just, since the justified are not merely 
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regarded as if they had done no sin, but as if they had fulfilled 
the law." 

—eis wavtas avOp#rovs| in parallel opposition to the pre- 
ceding e¢s 7avtas av@pwrovs. Still there follows here as matter 
of course the qualification, that by mavtes dvO@pwro. are only 
meant all that believe. The doctrine of universal restoration 
contradicts not merely the doctrine of Scripture elsewhere, but 
also other explicit statements of the apostle himself, Phil. iii. 19 ; 

2 Thess. i. 9. Paul here has in view on one side the race of 
those lost in Adam, on the other side the race of those saved in 

Christ. There are mdvtes dvOpwtot Kataxexpyévot, here mavtes 
dvOpwTrot SixatwOnoopevot. Both are of modnoi, in opposition to 
the eis. Those who remain in the Adamitic state of ruin he does 
not take into account. Before his spiritual vision there rises 
only the antithesis of Adamitic and Christian humanity. See an 
exactly similar limited use of waytes, 1 Cor. xv. 22; comp. also Rom. 
xi. 32; 2 Cor. v.15, as well as the explicitly stated limitation, 
Gal. ii. 22; 2 Thess, ui. 2. The remark of Thomas Aquinas is 
so far right: “quamvis possit dici, quod justificatio Christi (= To 
évos Ovxatwpa) transit in justificationem (= els ducaiwowv) omnium 
hominum, quantum ad suficientiam, licet quantum ad efficientiam 
procedit in solos fideles.” Still what is meant here is not merely 
the possibility or offer, but the real experience of justification. 

—els dukaimow Cons] unto justification of life =justification 
unto life, ze. which carries life with it, makes partaker of life 
(namely, of fa) ai@vios). Cams may be taken as genitivus effectus 
or qualitatis. Winer, p. 235, classes it with genitives of “inner 
reference of a remoter kind.” “ dscatwous Cwijs,” remarks Bengel, 

“est declaratio divina illa, qua peccator, mortis reus, vitae adjudi- 
catur, idque jure.” To the first clause an aéPn, res cessit, abvit 

in, 18 to be supplied; to the second, as ver. 19 indicates, an 
atroBaive, or rather amoByjcerar. So, rightly, Winer, p. 734. 
If the second time we supply an awé8n or éyévero, the apostle 
would contemplate the act still continuing in time as already 

completed. 

1 Upon the history of the development of the dogma of Christ’s active obedience 
in the Lutheran Church, comp. de obedientia Christi activa historiam et progressiones 

inde a confessione Augustana ad formulam usque concordiae enarravit, Thomasius, 
Erlangae 1846. On the dogma itself, comp. my Thdtigen Gehorsam Christi and my 
Kirchliche Glaubenslehre, 1Y. 2. 
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Ver. 19 contains the confirmation (ydp) of ver. 18. dwaptwrot 
KateotaOnoav] The radical meaning of caOioravas is sistere, con- 
stituere, to set down, constitute, Acts vil. 10, 27, etc. (From the 

meaning, to set down, bring down, comes the meaning, to conduct, 

Acts xvii. 15.) In the passive: constitwt, to be put down, set down, 
constituted, Heb. v. 1, vill. 3, Jas. ii. 6, iv. 4, 2 Pet. i. 8 form 

no exceptions to this. At least in N. T. idiom the meaning of 
KaSiornpe never passes into that of reddere, facere; passive, 
reddi, fiert. Accordingly in this passage we can do nothing 
but abide by the only radical meaning of any authority, and 
apapTwro Katectabncay is = were set down as sinners, were put 
into the category of sinners. 

—dikato. Katactabyicovtat] = shall be set down as righteous, 
shall be put into the category of righteous. If, then, the latter takes 
place, as the whole tenor of the Pauline doctrine of justification 
has shown us, through imputation of the righteousness of Christ, 
the former must be conceived as having taken place, if the 
parallelism of thought is to be preserved, as also in harmony 
with the interpretation of éf @ aves fuaptov, ver. 12, ac- 
cepted by us as correct, through imputation of the sin of Adam. 
“ Habemus ergo hic,” says Calov, “ justitiam et obedientiam Christi, 

quae imputatur nobis in justificatione nostra, in judicio divino 
per fidem, vel cum fide apprehenditur, quemadmodum inobedientia 
Adami imputata est posteris ejus. Ut enim hi peccatores con- 
stituti sunt dmputatione inobedientiae Adami, sic justi nos con- 
stituimur imputatione obedientiae vel justitiae Christi.”* The 
future (katacta@jcovtat) is used, as in iii. 20, because justifi- 
cation is to be conceived as an act not yet come to an end, but 
continuing in the future. It does not refer, then, to the future 

revelation of glory after the resurrection. Not then for the first 
time shall they be put into the category of the righteous. 

—oi mooi] in compass = wavzes, is placed in both clauses 

1 The passage quoted by Bengel from Thom. Gataker. Diss. de novi instr. stylo, 
e. 8, is worthy of note: ‘‘ Aliud est justwm constitui, etiam ubi de imputatione sermo 
habetur, aliud justijicari: cum illud justificationis fundus et fundamentum existat, 
et justificationem veram, cui substernitur, necessario praecedat, justus enim quis 

existat, prius necesse est, quam possit vere justificari. Utrumque autem a Christo 
habemus : nam et satisfactionis Christi meritum homini ex se injusto imputatum, 
justum eundem jam constituit, quum justitiam ei conciliet, qua justus sit; et 
justitiae hujus virtute, quae merito illo comparatur, justificatur necessario, ubi id 
opus fuerit : h. e. jure merito absolvitur, qui hac ratione justus exstat,” 
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at the end with emphasis. Thus: “through the transgression of 
one it has come upon all men unto condemnation (ver. 18), be- 
cause through the disobedience of the one they have all been put 
into the category of sinners (ver. 19), and through the fulfilment 
of right of one it shall come upon all men unto justification 
leading to life (ver. 18), because through the obedience of the 
one they shall all be put into the category of righteous (ver. 19).” 
Moreover, from the entire strain of Pauline teaching, such as we 

have hitherto listened to, the distinction follows that the sin of 

mankind, wrapped up objectively in Adam, at the same time 
inheres subjectively in mankind, whereas the righteousness of the 
justified through faith remains objectively wrapped up in Christ. 
(Comp. Calvin’s remark on ver. 17 of this chapter.) But this 
distinction, though not denied (comp. vv. 13, 14, 20, 21, where 

the wapamTwpa of Adam is expressly conceived as inhering in 
mankind in the form of duaprtia), is not expressly noted in the 
parallel itself, because in it only the point in common is placed 
in contrast, namely, the objective inclusion in Adam of sin bringing 
death, and in Christ of righteousness bringing life. Moreover, 
the limitation of the parallel does not specially bring out this 
difference, because its only purpose is to set in clear relief the 
exuberant abundance of grace in relation to the greatness of sin 
and ruin. 

The apostle knows then, as we have seen, but one economy of 
sin and death, and one economy of righteousness and life. The 
head and mediator of one is Adam, the head and mediator of 

the other Christ. The question is now asked, Wherefore served 
the economy of law that intervened as a form of divine revelation 
between the period of sin and that of grace? This question, in 
conclusion, is answered, Not at all to bring righteousness and life, 
and so take the place of Christ, but to aggravate sin and death, 
and so complete the work of Adam, was the law given, ver. 20. 
By this means grace found occasion to manifest itself in super- 
abundant fulness, ver. 20, so that the divine purpose to make 
grace reign unto life, where before sin reigned in death, was still 
accomplished, ver. 21. Without doubt, this supplementary re- 
mark concerning the purpose of the law was necessary to the 
completeness of the argument, especially in an epistle the ever- 
recurring refrain of which may be described as this: the law is 
nowise the mediator of grace, of righteousness, and life. 



CHAP, V. 20. 283 

Ver. 20. Nopos dé rrapeconrOev] The following explanations 
of tapeonAGev we must reject as idiomatically indefensible :— 
(1) Zt came in between (Adam and Christ). (2) pos xaspor, 
obiter, ad tempus intravit. (3) Intravit, adesse coepit = eianrOer, 
in which case the preposition apa is left altogether out of sight. 
Demonstrable (Gal. ii. 4; 2 Pet. ii, 1; also 2 Mace. viii. 1: 
TapetaTropevopevor NEANOOTws), although not tenable in the 
present passage, is the rendering of the Vulgate: subintravit 
=clam wrrepsit; for the notion of the law stealthily creeping 
in is opposed to the solemnity and publicity of its promulgation 
(Ex. xix. 16 ff.; Gal. ii. 19), to the esteem and reverence 
that Paul manifests for it (Rom. vii. 12 ff.), as well as to its 
wise divine purpose as stated in this passage. The meaning 
practerea intravit, insuper introvit, or ingressa est lex, it came in 
or into the world besides (i.e. beside dwaptia, which, according to 
ver. 12, had already entered), yields a parallelism between the 
vowos and duaptia not altogether pertinent. In this case, too, 
one would rather have expected mpos (comp. mpoceréOn, Gal. iii. 
19, according to the lect. recept.) or émi as a designation of what 
is added to something already existing, instead of rapa. There 
remains, accordingly, nothing but the rendering: to come in by the 
side of, by the way, by which the law is described as a subordinate, 
accessory institution.. Alongside the chief economy of sin 
(eto Oev 7) duaprtia, ver. 12) ran the secondary economy of law 
(wapetofOev 0 vopos), modifying it, not in a specific, but only in 
a gradual way, since it did not, like Christ, abolish, but only, 

while preserving its essential character, enhance it. Rightly 
therefore Luther: but the law came in by the way. 

—iva Theovdon To TapatTwpa) that the offence might be in- 
creased or swell beyond measure. The conjunction wva is to be 
taken tedAvK@s (see on ili. 19), not éxBatiuxds. The increase of 

the mapartwya as the result of the law must have been expressed 
by the words: vouov 8€ rapeureXOovtos émdedvace TO TapdTTopa. 
But if tva be taken as a particle of purpose, it is arbitrary to supply 
to va mheovdcn TO TapdrtTwopa: “in the eyes, in the conscious- 

* Least of all may we render, with Mehring : ‘‘ The law entered in opposition thereto, 
or appeared in opposition thereto.” Apart from the doubt raised as to idiom, ‘va 
Treovdon 76 Tapaxrwua forbids this. The apostle would scarcely have expressed a 
psychologically true proposition in the form of a logical contradiction (‘the law 
appeared in opposition to sin for the purpose of enhancing it”). 
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ness of men;” for Paul did not write: ta mreovdon } ériyvwots 
Ths dpaptias. Then, too, in what follows, the breprepiccevew of 
xapis must likewise be conceived as taking place in the acknow- 
ledgment of men, clearly in opposition to the apostle’s meaning 

(comp. also vi. 1). According to Paul’s teaching, therefore, it 
was really the design of the law to multiply sin, just as it is said, 
Gal. iii, 19, that the law was given tay rapaBdcewy yapu, ie. 

ut transgressiones fierent, and, 1 Cor. xv. 56, the law is called 7 
Stvapis THs auaptias. On the very ground that it leads to 
mapdBacus it works opyjv (Rom. iv. 15). But, of course, the 
increase of sin by the law is only to be regarded as a mediate 
purpose of God, for the jinal purpose is, by increasing to force sin 
from within outwards, and leave it without concealment, and so 

work the knowledge of sin. Ova yap vomou ériyvoots apaprias, 
Rom. iii. 20. How the enhancement of sin brings about the 
knowledge of sin, Rom. vii. 7 ff. describes. Here, then, the sub- 

ject is not the final purpose in view, but only the mediate pur- 
pose, because the chief point was to insist that the law was nowise 
a medium of righteousness, but only a means of enhancing un- 
righteousness. Accordingly the emphasis lies on 7Aeovdon. Comp. 
Augustine, Enarratio in Ps. cii. c.15: “ Hoe est in lege magnum 
mysterium, ideo eam datam, ut crescente peccato, humiliarentur 

superbi, humiliati confiterentur, confessi sanarentur.—Non cru- 
deliter hoc fecit Deus, sed consilio medicinae. Aliquando enim 

videtur sibi homo sanus et aegrotat: et in eo quod aegrotat et 
non sentit, medicum non quaerit : augetur morbus, crescit molestia, 
quaeritur medicus, et totum sanatur.” 70 mapdrtwpa is never 
the sinful habit, the power of the sinful principle, but always the 
sinful deed. Moreover, it never, like 7) auaptia, stands abstractly 
or collectively, just as little as the synonymous dpudptnua, but 
always refers to the concrete case only, to the definite particular 
sin of an individual. So therefore here. 70 wapdmtTwpa is the 
trespass of Adam,—a meaning which, even if another were idio- 
matically possible, must still be maintained, because in this entire 
section (vv. 15, 17, 18) wapdrrwpa invariably has this definite 
reference. Until the vouos there was only Adam’s rapartapa ; 
the law was given to multiply this rapartwpa. But the tapar- 
topwa of Adam can only be multiplied by the law in so far as in 
the form of duapria it inheres subjectively in mankind, on which 
account directly afterwards 4 dmaptia is used in the place of ro 
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mapanrtwpa. Our verse then supplies a new proof of the correct- 
ness of our view of the exposition contained in vv. 12—19. eo- 
vatew = TAéov yiyverOar or elvat, to become or be more, augeri, 
nultiplicari, abundare, used of ecatensive or intensive abundance 

(2 Cor. iv. 15, viii. 15; Phil. iv. 17; 1 Thess. iii. 12; 2 Thess. 1. 3 ; 

2 Pet. i. 8). Here in the latter meaning, as the contrast of 
imepmepiocevery, ver. 20, TAcovatew, vi. 1, indicates. The wapar- 
Topa or the dwaptia implied in it was intensively aggravated by 
the law, inasmuch as from simple dwaprtia it became trapaBaots 
vouwov. Luther: “in order that sin might become more abundant.” 

—ot Sé érAcovacev 1) duaptia, bTepeTrepiccevoev 4 yapis] The 
apostle does not begin this sentence with ta. We have there- 
fore no reason to suppose that he regards the superabounding of 
erace as the final purpose of the enhancement of sin by the law. 
Rather one took place merely on occasion of the other. The aorist 
(wrrepetrepiocevoev) might be taken, as serving often in Greek to 
denote a general result of experience, in the sense of what is 
usual. Comp. Kiihner, Ausf. Gr. d. Gr. Spr. II. p. 76. We 
should then have a general proposition, from which, in order to 
restore the thread of thought, we must still deduce the particular 
historical concrete case (where sin has abounded, there grace is 
wont to abound still more exceedingly, as took place in this case, 
etc.). Otherwise the following tva would be left without adequate 
point of connection; for to regard the general proposition as a 
parenthesis, and make the second statement of purpose: va datrep 
éBacinrevoer «TX., depend on the first : Ha weovden TO TapdTTepa, 
will not do, because the purpose, that as sin reigned in death, grace 
should reign unto life, was not accomplished only by the increase 
of sin through the law, as of course this purpose might be accom- 
plished without this, ver. 17, and in the sphere of the Gentile 
world, which had not the law, must have been so accomplished. 

It appears preferable, then,—no certain instance of this use of 
the aorist, moreover, being forthcoming elsewhere in the N. T., 

comp. Winer, p. 346,—to refer ob S€ émAeovacev .. . 1) Yapus in 
this passage at once and directly to the particular historical 
concrete case, or to take it as a pure historical allusion. Then 
we might regard of as an adverb of time = dre, évedy, when, 
answering to the Latin wz, as this temporal sense actually occurs 
in the combination aq’ od, é€ ob: “but when sin increased, grace 

waxed exceedingly abundant.” Nevertheless this use of od must 
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be regarded, especially in Greek prose, as nowise established, and 
in the N. T. unknown. We are accordingly compelled to abide 
by the local meaning, the only one established (iv. 15; 2 Cor. 
iii. 17: od... éxet, etc.) = where, te. in the region where, in the 
sphere in which. In the same sphere in which sin increased, 
erace abounded beyond measure. But then this sphere is no 
other than the nation of Israel placed under the law; so that 
Abelard’s view of the od may stand as a correct paraphrase of 
the sense: “in eodem populo, quo.” But, no doubt, what has 

been done once on the part of God may be expanded—as re- 
peating itself amid like circumstances in like manner—into the 
idea of a general law of divine action. dtmepmepuccevew has not 
the comparative (Luther: “there grace became far more abun- 
dant”), but, like other compounds with wt7ép, the superlative 
meaning: supra modum, valde redundare, to abound exceedingly, 
Mark vii. 37, 2 Cor. vii. 4; comp. d7repAiav, 2 Cor. xi. 5; trep- 
mrcovatw, 1 Tim. i. 14; brepavEdavw, 2 Thess. i. 3; drepuxu, 

Rom. viii. 37; tbepvipow, Phil. ii. 9. The apostle’s holy fervour 
loves expressions that transcend common limits. Moreover, he 
chooses brreprrepiocevery instead of bepmAcovatew, because mepic- 
cevew is stronger than mAcovafey,—mepiocov denoting abundance 
absolutely ; Aéov, merely more than what is necessary. At the 
same time, bmepmrepiccevew is perhaps used in allusion to zepic- 
cevew and trepiooeia, vv. 15,17. They who died td Tod évds 
TaparT@pwatt have received tiv tepicceiay ths xapiTos; but in 

respect to those in whom the zapamtwya, inhering in them in 
the form of dpapria, was increased through the vowos, a b7rep- 
mepiooevewy of grace found place. Finally, in relation to the pre- 
ceding wAcovatev, the breprepiccevew still retains a comparative 
meaning. If, where sin rose high, grace rose to a still higher 
point, it is self-evident that the grace was greater than the sin. 

Ver. 21 concludes the entire train of reasoning, carried on from 
ver. 12, bringing forward once again the main thought lying at 
its foundation. Even the economy of the law must subserve 
God’s final purpose of making grace reign as previously sin had 
reigned. The law had indeed enhanced sin; but over against 
the increase of sin a superabundant fulness of grace had been 
given, in order that still the final purpose of God might be accom- 
plished. In this verse, then, neither to ¢BaciAevoev 1) dpuaptia 

nor to 7 yapis Baowevon have we to supply the addition: “in 



CHAP. V. 21. 287 

abundant measure.” The apostle says not that sin and grace 
have been enhanced that not merely sin and grace, but abundance 
of sin and abundance of grace might stand in mutual contrast, but 
that abundance of grace has been set over against the enhance- 
ment of sin, in order that the universal, original purpose of God— 
through grace to abolish sin, through Christ to make up what had 
been lost through Adam—might not fall to the ground. This 
verse answers completely, although with a different turn of 
phraseology, to the meaning of ver. 17. Thus it contains no new 
thought, but merely the fundamental thought previously expressed 
by way of conclusion, to indicate that everything, even the legal 
economy, has tended to subserve the end stated. — 17) dwaprtia] 
sin, which, in consequence of the wapamtwpa inhered in man- 

kind, and in the case of those who were subject to the vouos, had 
been enhanced into mapaBacus. 

—év TO Oavato] in death; not as Luther translates: wnto 
death, which would be eis tov @dvarov. Sin reigned év To 
Oavate, grace eis Swnv ai@viov ; for the sphere of death, in which 
sin exercised its sway, was one already existing; whereas Cw1) 

ai@vios, comp. ver. 17, is conceived as future. The antithesis of 

Oavatos and fi) aidvios, vv. 17, 19, pervading this section, 

clearly appears also here, on which account it is inadmissible to 
translate év TO Cavate, through death, as if in contrast with 8a 
dixavocvyys. Instead of ottw Kal 1) Sixacootvn Bacirevon, Paul 
says, in allusion to yapis, mentioned just before, 

—otTw Kal 7 xapis Bacidevon Sid Sixarocdvns] Grace reigns 
unto eternal life as its final goal, to which it leads, since it is 

grace alone that works and bestows eternal life. But d:caroovvn 

is the ducavoctvn wiotews, the righteousness of faith, which grace 
imparts; not righteousness of life, which the apostle only begins 
to describe in the sixth chapter. 

—6.a “Inood Xpictod] Righteousness is the medium, Christ 
the Mediator. Hence the repeated ova. “Jam ne memoratur 
quidem Adamus,” says Bengel, “solius Christi mentio viget.” 
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CHAPTER VL 

Tue theme of the apostle, announced i. 17, that in the gospel the 

dixavocvvn Geod is revealed as coming é« wictews, had now been 
discussed under all aspects. But the peculiar nature of the 
evangelical doctrine of justification left open the possibility of a 
suspicious misinterpretation. Thus from the declaration just 
made, v. 20: ob 8é& érAedvacey 1 dpaptia, bTEpeTrepioceucer 1) 
xapls, ignorant or malicious conclusions might be drawn. That 
this was actually done has been already intimated in the words, 
iii. 8: Kaas Pracdhnwovmeba Kat Kabas haci tiwes Huds réyeuv, 
dT Tromjowpev TA Kaka, iva EXOn Ta ayabd, And, indeed, even in 

apostolic days the doctrine of grace was perverted by some to the 
practical service of sin (Gal. v. 13; 1 Pet. i 16; Jude 4; also 

Jas. 1. 14 ff)—a circumstance which might give a semblance of 
accuracy and truth to the objection that this is the inevitable 
consequence and fault of the doctrine itself. For this reason the 

apostle in the present chapter anticipates this perversion and 
misinterpretation, himself raising the question: t/ odv épodper ; 
emievovpev TH duaptia, wa 7 xapis weovdon ; Which he repels 
with a mi) yévouro, and then shows how justifying faith, by its 
very nature, is the death of the old and the rising of a new man, 
on which account whoever is renewed by justification must of 
necessity be the servant of righteousness, not of sin, whose power 
and dominion over him is broken. But the doctrine of justification 
forms the all-determining and central thought of the epistle to 
such a degree that even the doctrine of renewal and justification, 
in itself so important, is introduced and discussed merely in the | 
form of a defence against a false inference from the doctrine of 
justification. Moreover, the first introductory question of the 
chapter furnishes a new proof that, according to the apostle’s 
teaching, the sinner’s justification consists purely in the grace of 
forgiveness, not withal in the grace, without doubt directly 
imphed in it and most intimately associated with it, of sanctifi- 
cation and renewal. If sanctification and renewal form a con- 
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stituent element and integral factor in the notion of justification, 
the question: émipevotuev TH apaptia, wa 1 ydpis mrEovdcn ; 
has neither reason nor meaning. 

Ver. 1. Ti otdv épodper ;] iii. 5. What, then, shall we say ? 

i.e. what shall we infer from what was just said? v. 20. The 
apostle himself introduces the possible false inference. He does 
not represent. it as made by an opponent—a Jew or Jewish 
Christian. In this case he would not have said: té ody époduer, 
but : épets ody mor, ix. 19. 

—érriypevodpev TH dpaptia] The best codices give émupéveper,” 
which reading, rightly approved by all modern expositors, Gries- 
bach in his smaller edition, Lachmann, and Tischendorf have 

received into the text. The copyists wrote émupevotper, after the 
pattern of €poduev. The conjunctive is deliberative: Are we to 
continue? Comp. Mark xii. 14: é&eors khvoov Kaicapu Sodvat 
H ov; Sdpev, 7) poy SOwev; Comp. Winer, p. 356. émipméverv 
tivt, to continue in something, comp. xi. 22; Col. i. 23, 

—iva } xdpis Treovdcy ;| glances back at v. 20. 
Ver. 2. p2) yévorro] comp. on iii. 4. 
—oitwves| causal, guippe qui, we being such as, see on i. 25, 32, 

The fact of our having died to sin is the reason why we shall no 
longer live in sin. But the relative sentence is placed first with 
emphasis, in order to bring out with greater force the impossibility 
of the jv év ayaptia. The apostle argues from the teOvnxévae 
TH apaptia as an acknowledged fact against the absurd inference 
of the first verse, without entering more deeply into a logical 
analysis of the false conclusion, whose possibility was fitly repelled 
by p) yévorro. 

—arTredvopev Th dpaptia| comp. Gal. ii. 19: vow@ arobvy- 
oxew ; Col. ii. 20: aroOvicKkev amd Tov oToLYelwv TOD KOTpOV; 
1 Pet. il. 24: rats duaptiaus aroyiyvecOar; Rom. vii. 4: Oava- 
tovabar TS voww; Gal. vi. 14: otavpodcOar TS Koop. Thus 
amobvncKew Th awaptia = to die to sin, or as regards sin, not: to 
‘die by sin, and not: to die on account of sin (with Christ). Comp. 
Theodoret : npv7Ons, dnct, Tv duaptiav Kal vexpos avTH yéyovas. 
To die to sin means to break off living connection with it, to have 
no further relation to it, no further communion with it. The 

1 “So Cod. ABCD E F G, Min. Cod. Sinait. read taimévowev, but perhaps only 

as an error in copying. For the indic. pres. would involve the supposition, not 
occurring here, of an actual desire to continue in sin,” Winer, p. 354. 

PuHiipri, Rom. I. T 



290 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

aorist denotes an occurrence that happened once. According to 
the previous exposition, this can only be the moment and act of 
justification itself, which by the following verse is represented as 
annexed to the reception of the sacrament of baptism. Thus 
forgiveness is at the same time the death of sin. Forgiven sin 
only is hated, that unforgiven is loved. By means of justifying 
faith the life of sin receives, as matter of course, its death-blow. 

This does not first take place through a second isolated act 
following upon faith. 

—r@s| expresses the impossibility of the thing. Whoever in 
the past died to sin, can and will no longer live in sin. 

—ére Sjyoopev év avtTn| ver. 11; Col. ii. 20. To live in sin 
=to maintain living fellowship, relation, connection with it. 
Similarly wepirarety & tut, 2 Cor. iv. 2; Eph. iv. 17. Still 
mepimate is the external manifestation of the Gy that denotes 

internal spiritual fellowship, Col. iii. 7; Gal. v. 25. Calov’s 

remark is worthy of note: “ Pontificii hine extorquere volunt 
dogma suum de omnimoda peccati sublatione et exstirpatione ; sed 
non urgenda est metaphorica locutio, neque extendenda ultra 
mentem Spiritus Sancti contra analogiam fidei. Nam Apostolus 
de dominio peccati loquitur, quod justificatis peccatum non 
dominetur, quodque non serviant illi peccato, non vero eosdem 
sine peccato et peccati sensu esse docet.” 

Ver. 3. The impossibility of the Christian living in sin, the 
apostle deduces from the significance and effect of the sacrament 
of baptism. He refers to the baptismal act, because by it the 
Christian has been taken into communion with Christ. From its 
import, therefore, the nature of the Christian’s position must 
needs be clearly apparent. If, according to Paul’s mode of view, 

baptism were merely a symbolical attestation to the fact of 
regeneration which has previously taken place, and not rather, 
as is expressly stated Tit. ii. 5, comp. Eph. v. 26, the effectual 
medium by which zraduyyeveoia is accomplished, the apostle 

would more aptly have reminded the church of the moment of 
their believing than of the moment of their baptism. For faith 
also is a faith in Christ’s death. It may not be said that the 
reference to the baptismal act is only chosen because by catdadvorts 

and avadvows the submergence of the old and the emergence of 
the new man is shadowed forth; for in that case Paul would 

have named these symbolical acts and imdicated them more 
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definitely, whereas it must remain doubtful whether in this 
passage he even so much as glanced at them, although doubtless, 
comp. especially ver. 4, this is probable. Elsewhere also Paul re- 
minds the churches of baptism as the sacrament of their initiation 
into communion with Christ, comp. Gal. iii, 27, Eph. iv. 5, and 
the passage analogous to the present one, Col. ii. 11, 12. While, 
then, in the preceding verse he only said in general terms that 
they actually died to sin, in this verse he intimates that this took 
place in baptism, because what took place in them as Christians 
must certainly make itself known as having taken place in 
baptism, the sacrament of their incorporation into Christ. This 
holds true especially of infant baptism preceding the ministry of 
the Word. But even the Word that precedes the baptism of 
adults is merely preparatory to baptism as the real crowning act, 
just as the Word following baptism simply points back to baptism 
by way of continuous exposition and application. The Word that 
goes before offers to all collectively the gracious gift which baptism 
conveys to the particular definite individual. Faith before baptism 
accepts for itself also the gift promised in the Word to all; faith 
in and after baptism accepts the blessing given by God Himself to 
it specially. In the former case takes place a subjective and 
human (though one willed and brought about by God), in the 
latter an objective and divine individual application of the 
blessing of salvation. Wherefore, as in baptism the general 
act of salvation has been accomplished in me directly by 
God, my faith as to its assurance of salvation rests upon my 
baptism, in which, as in a focus, the Word going before or 
following is gathered up, and sheds upon me its illuminating 
rays. %) ayvoeire, Ort] vii. 1 =%) ovK oldate, 71, xi. 2; 1 Cor. 
vi. 2, etc. Or (if what is asserted ver. 2 should still appear 
doubtful, if you are unwilling to concede it), know you not? 
(which not to know as something universally known would be a 
reproach to you.) “ Doctrina de baptismo fuit omnibus cognita,” 
remarks Bengel; and: “ Jgnorantia multum officit : scientia non 

sufficit.” 
—6Ooo.| quotquot, as many as, all we who. 
—éBarticOnuev] passive. Paul here speaks, not of what 

Christians did, but of what was done in them in baptism. Just 
so in the main in the next verses up to ver. 11. No doubt he 
already touches beforehand on the subjective design (wa... kai 
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Huets €v KawwoTnte Cons wepitatnowpev, ver. 4; TOD pmKeTt 
Sovreverw Has TH duaptia, ver. 6) which they, in consequence 
of that objective fact, have to realize. But it is not till ver, 12 
that he expressly summons them to the actual fulfilment of that 
duty. 

—els Xprotov “Inoodv] unto Christ Jesus, in relation to Him. 
But the relation, as the exposition itself proves, is one of most 
intimate union, dependence, and fellowship. 

—els Tov Oavatov avtod éBarticPnyev] were baptized unto 
His death. “Qui baptizatur,” says Bengel, “indwt Christum 

Adamum secundum ; in Christum, inquam, totum, adeoque etiam 

in mortem ejus baptizatur: et perinde est, ac si eo momento 

Christus pro tali homine, et talis homo cum Christo pateretur, 

moreretur, sepeliretur.” Comp. 2 Cor. v. 15. The apostle 
describes a psychological event, mysterious indeed, but real and 
certain, although conceivable only by eaperience of the new birth 
effected through justification. As the death of Christ is the 
crown and chief element in His redemptive work, baptism above 
all introduces into union with the death of Christ. Hitherto the 
fellowship with Christ’s death, in which baptism places us 
objectively and faith subjectively, was only considered in so far 
as it justifies, now it is considered as it sanctifies. But it does 
the one through the other. The incorporation of man into 
Christ’s death through justifying faith is at the same time his 
sanctification. For the sin of his, which he beholds by faith 
lying upon Christ his substitute, and in Him crucified, is no 

' longer present in him; it is crucified, ze. forgiven, and at the 
same time blotted out. The act by which he subjectively 
transfers his own sins to Christ, who objectively bore them, as 
one and the same act both justifies and sanctifies. Although, 
therefore, the apostle here treats of sanctifying incorporation into 
Christ’s death, he does not thereby exclude justifying incorpora- 
tion into the same death. Nor does he even regard the former 
as subsequent to the latter in time. Rather for him fellowship 
with Christ’s death, mediating the forgiveness of sins, is e0 ipso 
the act of sin’s obliteration, or the death itself of the old man. 

Only in this way can we explain the sudden transition from the 
delineation of believing fellowship with Christ’s death as one 
that justifies to the description of identity with Christ’s death as 
one that sanctifies, and the phraseology answering to this in the { 

} 
t 

i 
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exposition now following. But hence results the inference that 
justification is regarded, not as the temporal, but as the causal 
antecedent of sanctification, and, although not separable, to be 

distinguished from it. “ Utriusque finis causa in mortem Christi 
baptizamur, ut et liberemur morte Christi a peccati reatu et 
Spiritus S. effundatur in nos, cujus virtute liberi reddamur a 
dominio peccati, ut peccato mortui amplius non vivamus eidem, 
sed Domino nostro, ejusque sanctissimis vestigiis insistamus. 
Fines hi subordinati sunt; nam liberationem a reatu peccati vel 
justificationem consequitur liberatio a dominio peccati, ut justifi- 
cati non vivant peccato, sed peccato mortui Domino, qui eos a 
peccati reatu et maledictione liberavit, vivant atque serviant,” 
Calov. Luther's small Catechism distinguishes the gift or 
benefit of baptism, consisting in the forgiveness of sins and 
eternal blessedness, from the significance of baptism, which consists 
in this: “that the old Adam in us, with every sin and evil lust, 
is to be drowned, and to die through daily sorrow and _ penitence, 
and a new man, living unto God in righteousness and purity for 
ever, daily to come forth and rise up.’ But what is to be 
actually done by us daily was done in us originally in the very 
act of baptism; as also the gift and the significance of baptism, 
although standing to each other in the relation of cause and 
effect, are yet combined in one and the same moment of 
baptism. 

Ver. 4. If by baptism we are brought into fellowship 
with Christ's death, it follows that we are also buried with 

Him, inasmuch as burial is the attestation of the truth and 

reality of death. “Sepultura mortem ratam facit,’ Bengel. 
ovvetdgnuev ovv avt@e| The avy in ouvetadnuev does not 
merely express a comparison=@omep avtds, as if Christ’s 
physical burial were to be taken as a type of our spiritual 
burial. Rather it denotes a real fellowship, seeing that in the 
dead body of Christ our substitute, in virtue of. our spiritual 
incorporation in Him, our sinful body is conceived as buried at 
the same time. Comp. Col. ii, 12: cuvtagévtes atte ev To 
Barticpatt. On the figure, Chrysostom remarks on John iii: 
nuav Kalarep év Tie Tahw TO VdaTL KaTadvovTaV Tas Kedhadas 
0 Tadaws avOpwros Gamtetat, Kal Katadd’s KaTw KpUTTeTaL 
drws Kal Kabara€. 

—6ia tod PBanticpatos eis Tov Pavarov] corresponds to es 
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tov Oavatov avtod éBamticOnuev, ver. 3, for which reason eis 

tov Odvatov is to be joined with da tod Bamwticpatos, not with 
cuveTadnuev, the expression “buried unto death,” moreover, 

containing an incongruous figure. The repetition of the article 
before eis Tov Oavarov is needless, because Td Bamticpa eis TOV 
@avatov = To eis Tov Oavatov BamtifecOar, forms one notion. 

—iva xtr.| in order that, etc. iva is to be taken TedtKds, 
not €kBatixas. We are dead and buried with Christ, not that 

we may continue dead, but that we may rise again as Christ 
rose again, or rise again in and with Him. But the apostle 
forthwith describes the ultimate purpose of sanctification, which 
is not only an dmoOvicKew TH dpaptia and a cuveyeiperOar TO 
Xpiote, but also an €v xawotnte Cos wepeTatety, in contrast 
with the former zrepirateiy év dyaptia. As incorporation into 
Christ’s death is the death of the old man, so is incorporation 
into Christ’s resurrection the resurrection of the new one. In 
truth, this death and this rising again are one indivisible act, for 
no neutral condition of the human spirit is conceivable even for 
a moment. But the two are rightly separated in idea as the 
negative and positive sides of one and the same process. Besides, 
there is no doubt implied in the forgiveness of sins, mediated by 
faith in Christ’s death, along with the destruction of the old life 
at the same time, and, indeed, as matter of course, the creation of 

the new one. Nevertheless, this last element is not arbitrarily 
referred to Christ’s resurrection, because the death of Christ is 

only the principle of the new life in so far as it is the death of 
the Prince of Jife, in so far as in it that holy and eternal life 
was laid down which by the reswrrection manifested and asserted 
itself in its truth, and reality, and triumphant immortality. But, 

in like manner, as incorporation into Christ’s death obliterates 
sin by cancelling guilt, does incorporation into Christ’s resurrec- 

tion regenerate by positively justifying, Eph. u. 5, 6; Col i1 
12, 18, ii. 1. 

—bia tis S0&ns tod matpos] Through the glory of the Father. 
The glory of God comprises the manifested plenitude of His 
attributes; but among them, in a particular case, one may be 
especially illustrious. So here the omnipotence, the dvvayus, to 
which elsewhere the raising of Christ is uniformly ascribed, 
1 Cor. vi. 14; 2 Cor. xiii. 4; Eph. i, 20, comp. with Col. i. 11, 

where we read 7d xpdtos THs SoEns. 
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—év xawotnte fwAs] not absolutely identical with év fw7 
kaw, but stronger, inasmuch as the idea of newness is put for- 
ward as an independent idea, and thus special attention is 
directed to it, vii. 6; 1 Tim. vi. 17; Winer, p. 296. 

Ver. 5 contains the confirmation (ydép) of the last thought, 
ver. 4: fa @otmep xT. We are able to walk in a new life, 
because, if we are dead with Christ, we shall also be partakers in 

His resurrection. Of our resurrection to the new life the apostle 
had not directly spoken in the last verse, but simply of its con- 
sequence—our walk in the new life. But this walk is conditioned 
by, and possible through nothing but the resurrection. ¢ yap 
ovppuTor yeyovayev TO Spwowdyats Tod Oavdtov avtod| Luther: 
“but as with Him we are planted in a like death.” Calvin: “nam 
si imsititic facti sumus similitudini mortis ejus,” with the remark : 
“Ergo ut surculus communem habet vitae et mortis conditionem 
cum arbore in quam insertus est: ita vitae Christi non minus, 
quam et mortis participes nos esse consentaneum est.” But 
ctudutos is not to be derived from dutedw = eudvtevtos,! en- 
grafted, set, implanted, but, like cvaduys, from diva, as the Htym. 
Mag. rightly remarks: Evpdutos, 6 ovyyevis, amo tod Edy xal 
gv. The meaning of ovudutos, as has been shown by modern 
expositors (comp., beside Losner, obss. sacr. p. 253, Reiche and 
Fritzsche here), is very diversified :—(1) Derived from dvopaz, in 
the sense of to become, to become by birth, it means connate, una 

natus. LXX. Zech. xi. 2: 67v KatectracOn 6 Spupos 6 cvpudurTos, 
ae. the primeval oak-forest, coeval with the place. Hence 
(a) existing from birth, innate, innatus. So Joseph. Antt. J. 
vi. 3.3: 9 otpdutos Suxavoctvn; 3 Mace. iii. 22: 4 otpdutos 
kaxonOea. In the same sense stands éudutos, Wisd. xii. 10: 
Tovnpa » yéveots avTav Kal EwduTos 1) Kaxia adtav. The opposite 
of this cvudutov, innate, natural, is given in érixtntov, éraKTor, 
émiGerov, adventitium, adscititium, what is gained in addition, 

what is added, strange, counterfeit, artificial. (6) Of like species, 
race, descent, birth, nature, cognatus, cognate ; metaphorically = 
similis, similar. (ce) Arising simultaneously, growing simultane- 
ously, Luke viii. 7: cupdvetoas ai dxavOar, spinae simul exortae. 
This leads us to the second class of meanings of ovmputos :— 
(2) From gvouat, in the meaning to grow, it signifies (a) grown 
together, concretus, connaturatus; metaphorically: closely wnited. 

1 As may easily be suggested by the analogy of pureveés actually occurring. 
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Hence of places, (0) overgrown, consitus. A témos ovpduros, 
accordingly, is a place, as it were, grown together, densely covered 
with trees, 7c. overgrown with trees. LXX. Amos ix. 13: kal 
mavtes of Bovvol cvupuTot écovtat. But in the present passage, 
manifestly only the meaning (1 0) or (2 a) can find place. It is 
most appropriate to take the latter, as by it both the choice of 
the expression ovudutos is better explained, and the intimate 
fellowship of believers with Christ is more definitely set forth. 
Besides, the phrase “ cognate or similar to the likeness of death” 
is tautological, or rather illogical. We might indeed connect 
avpoutoe with T@ XpioT@, to be supplied, and take 76 opovmpate 
tov Oavatov avTov as the dativus instrumenti: “for we are be- 
come cognate (similar) to Christ through the likeness of His 
death (¢.e. through our dying spiritually as Christ died bodily, 
vv. 2—4).” But in this case Paul would probably have written : 
el yap cvpduToe yeyovapev aVTS TO Opowwdpatt Tod Oavdtov. As 
the words now run, we are naturally led to the simple and most 
obvious connection of ctvuduTos with T@ ouoiwpars, a connection 
which is to be retained as long as it yields an appropriate sense. 
But such a sense demonstrably exists. “For if we grew together, 
ze. became closely united with the likeness of His death.” The 
opoiwpa (analogue) of His death is the spiritual dying with which, 
in baptism, vv. 3, 4, we grew together, 7.e. became closely united. 

But to be closely united, or, as it were, covered with the likeness 

of Christ’s death, means nothing else than (in virtue of His death) 
“to be dead spiritually as He was bodily,” or ‘to be such as that 
it belongs inseparably to their nature to set forth in themselves 
likeness to His death (in a moral relation, ver. 3 f.).” 

—arnra Kai] verum etiam, but also. The antithesis to which 
avna refers is found, as here, so also occasionally in classical 

Greek, in a hypothetical protasis. Homer, J/. viii. 153: eizrep 
yap o “Extwp ye Kakov Kai avddKiWa dices, GAN ov TeicovTat 
Tpoes. 

—tihs avactdacews écoueba] We might perhaps attempt here 
to apply the construction eivat twos = to belong to some one. 
So ths dvactdcews civat, to belong to the resurrection = to 
stand in fellowship, to be closely united with the resurrection. 
But elsewhere eivai tuvos refers only to relation to a person, and 
denotes dependence, subjection, not mere fellowship. Besides, in 

this way the parallelism of expression in the protasis and apodosis 
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would be lost. cvuduros, then, being construed as well with the 
genitive as the dative, several expositors have made THs dvaotdcews 
depend on civpdutot, which is to be repeated in thought. Never- 
theless, as the expression 7 dvactdoes lay at hand for this purpose, 
the abrupt change of construction must appear the more strange. 
Accordingly nothing is left (in accordance with the familiar form 
of comparatio compendiaria, comp. Matt. v. 20, etc.) but to supply 
ovpduTot TO Omotwmpare, in which, especially as the emphasis lies 

on Tod Gavarov and Tis avactdcews, there is no difficulty. “We 
are closely united, as with the likeness of His death, so also with 

the likeness of His resurrection.” The avdotacis is the avd- 
otacis avtod, the resurrection of Christ, and the ouwotwwa of the 
same is our spiritual resurrection. We are not then to think of 
the bodily resurrection of believers, a notion altogether foreign 
to the connection. The future éoduefa expresses neither a should 
nor a would, but denotes that which is the consequence, in the 

nature of things, of another thing presupposed or preceding. If 
we are dead with Christ, it follows that we shall rise with Him, 

because otherwise our fellowship with Him were imperfect and 
defective. Incorporation into His death is not conceivable without 
incorporation into His resurrection. 

Ver. 6. The apostle had spoken hitherto of an incorporation 
into Christ’s death, of a being covered with the likeness of His 
death. The representation was thus pre-eminently objective, 
inasmuch as the man was pictured as transplanted out of himself 
into Christ’s death, or into the likeness of His death and resurrec- 
tion, z.c. into the new spiritual man projected, so to speak, out of 
the subject. It is now declared, more precisely, what conse- 
quences this objective event has in the nature of the subject 
himself. It is, as to its nature, a destruction of the sinful 
principle in us, an annihilation of corrupt desire and inclination. 
The BarricOjvar eis tov Odvatov tod Xpictod, the cvvradfvar 
avT@ Sia Tod Barticpatos eis tov Odvarov, the ovudutov yeyo- 
véva TH Opowwpate Tod Oavdtov adrod, subjectively regarded, is 
nothing else than a ovatavpwOAvar of the taraids avOpwrros, a 
katapynOjvar of the capa tis duaptias. Accordingly robro yive- 
cxovres] is neither to be taken as confirmatory nor causal; but 
the participle, as often (ii 4), simply continues the construction 
= Kal TOUTO yiweoKoper. 
—0 madalos 7uav &vOpwros] comp. Harless on Eph. iv. 22, 
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and Bucer’s comment on that passage: “(deponere) veterem 
hominem h. e. naturam nostram quanta est, quae erroneis con- 
cupiscentiis perpetuo fertur.” The madavds dvOpwmos, the old 

man, is the sinful ego, the éy® capxuxds, Rom. vii. 14; eyo 7 
odpé, ibid. ver. 18. It is wadavds, viewed from the standpoint 
of avayévynots, Tadvyyeveria (John iii. 3; Tit. iii. 5), the former, 
previous man, to whom the avOpwrros véos, Katvds, created by the 
new birth, or the caw xtiows, is opposed, Eph. iv. 24; Col. iii. 
9,10; 2 Cor.v. 17. The phrase wadavds avOpwrros is therefore 
a personification, not of the former mode of conduct (Col. iii. 9, 
mpd&es avtov are distinguished from the wadads advOpwrros 
himself), but of the previous (sinful) character or ruling tendency 
of the whole life. 

—ovvectavpobn| sc. td Xpictd. Elsewhere an dmoécOar, 

amexdvoacbat of the marads &vOpwiros is spoken of; here, a 
otavpove Oat, in allusion to the crucifixion of Christ, with which 
we enter into fellowship, and so experience the crucifixion of our 
old man. “Hune veterem hominem dicit esse affixum cruci 
Christi, quia ejus virtute conficitur. Ac nominatim allusit ad 
crucem, quo expressius indicaret non aliunde nos mortificari, 

quam ex ejus mortis participatione,” Calvin. “ovv non simili- 
tudinem notat, verum simultatem, ut ita dicam, et communionem,” 

Calov. 
—tva Kxatapyn0} To chua THs apaptias] that the body of 

sin might be destroyed, specifies the purpose of 6 Tada.os Hudv 
avOpwtros cuvectavpo0n. But as the catapyeiobar of the cdua 
appears here as the end and aim of the cravpodc@az, it can 
only be understood of an actual annihilation, not of a mere 
cessation of activity, a reduction to inactivity. The cdpua Tis 
dpaptias cannot then denote the physical, material body, in so 
far as it is the seat or organ of sin; for this is only destroyed by 
natural death, comp. 1 Cor. vi. 13: xatapyety thy Koidlav, Nor 
can the incidental meaning of the subsequent c@ua Ovnrtov, ver. 
12, be decisive as to the sense of the preceding cdma Tijs 
apaptias appearing in another connection. Accordingly in this 

latter phrase we can only, with many older and some modern 
expositors (comp. especially, Julius Miiller, Christ. Doct. of Sin, 
IL 330), recognise a continuation of the figure. daptia is 
conceived as a o@pa, and in the crucifixion of the old man, not 

the actual body, but this c@ua Tis dwaptias is destroyed. In 
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this case it is most natural not to suppose a mere periphrasis (so 
Theodoret: tepuppactixds avt) 1) dpaptia), but to explain the 
choice of the figurative expression by supposing that the apostle 
considers the mass of sin as an articulated organism, as capa, 
whose members are particular sinful lusts. So Pelagius: “ Quia 
unum vitium membrum peccati, omnia corpus totum.’ Quite 
analogous, then, is the phrase, Col. ii. 11: ev TH drexdvce Tod 
cépatos THs capKos (comp. Julius Miiller, bid., Bahr, and Steiger 
on the passage). . In that place is meant the totality of the cdp€, 
the natura corrupta, the azéxdvors of which is represented, as in 
the present passage, as accomplished in our joint-burial in baptism. 
Were o@pa here man’s natural body, the awéxdvots tod cépatos 
in this passage must have been understood, analogously to 
amexdvoacba, 2 Cor. v. 4, of bodily death. But this capa tis 
capkos has its wéAy. These are Ta pwédAn Ta emt Ths yhs, Col. 
iii. 5, consisting in particular lusts, opvela, axafapoia, etc., 
whose vexpoto@ar, analogous to otavpotcba, xatapycicbar, 
amexdvecOat, is enjoined. Already Chrysost. interprets 70 copa 
Ths dpaptias here by tHv ard tav Siapdopav pepdv ovnpias 
cuyKerpévny Kaxiav. “Ideo autem cum Christo crucificus est homo 
vetus,’ remarks Calov, “ut aboleatur non hoc vel illud tantum 

peccatum, sed totum peccati corpus cum omnibus membris suis, 
ut posthac non serviamus ulli peccato, nam ita aboletur peccatum, 
quantum ad dominium, quando non servitur eidem.” 

—Tod mnKéte Sovrevew Huds TH dpaptia] “finem abolitionis 
notat,’ Calvin. . As in ver. 4 our walk in a new life is described 

as the end of our spiritual resurrection, so here it is described as 
the end of our spiritual death with Christ, that we should no 
longer render obedience to sin. We are to do what God did in 
us. Because sin’s dominion over us is abolished, we are no 

longer to serve it. If we commit sin, we serve it according to 
John vill. 34, it is our Baowreds or Kvpios; we, its SoddAou or 
imnkoot, vv. 12, 14. 

Ver. 7 confirms rod pnxére Sovdevew ijpads TH duaptia by the 
proposition: 6 yap dmobavav Sedikaiwtar amd Tis duaprtias] for 
he that is dead is absolved from sin. Several, especially modern, 
interpreters refer aro@vicxKeww to physical death. In that case a 
threefold interpretation is possible. (1) He that is dead is freed 
from sin, because by death he is freed from the body, the seat of 
sin, This view rests upon an anthropology quite as unbiblical as 
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it is un-Pauline, comp. Julius Miiller, I. 315.1 (2) “Usus est 
sententia civili de operibus,” says Melanchthon. “ Mortua natura 
non est efficax.” The dead one sins no more against the statutes 
of the civillaw. Tis yap é@edcato remote, comments Theodoret, 
vexpov %) yapwov aNdOTpLov Scop’TTOVTA ... 1%) GAO TL TOV aTOTMV 
Svampattopevoy ; But against this view it has been remarked, in 
the first place, that Paul would have simply expressed this meaning 
in the words: 6 yap vexpos obxétt dpaptaver, and then he would 
probably have added the more exact definition: against the civil law, 
as without doubt he believed in an dwaprdvew against the divine 
law in the life hereafter in the case of the admicrous, just as much 
as in the case of the duaBoros. For if duaptia ceased, Odvatos 
would be abolished. (3) Others explain the proposition of death 
by execution, by which sin is atoned for. In this case with 
dedukaiwmTas is compared the juristic expression of ancient German 
criminal law, according to which it was said of the executed: he 
is justified. But here clearly the apostle speaks not only of 
freedom from subjection to punishment, but also of freedom from 
sin itself. In the latter lies the motive for wnxére Sovrevew 
7h apaptia. Moreover, we have no authority for referring o 
atrodavev specially to death by eaecution. Accordingly arzro- 
OyvnoKxewy must be referred to the ethical death spoken of in the 
preceding vv. 5, 6, and in what directly follows (ver. 8: et de 
ameOdvoyev ovv Xpiot@, which stands in relation to o yap 
atro0avev, ver. 7). In this case it is not necessary to supply 7H 
duaptia to amro8avev, although even then the sentence would not 
be directly tautological. Just as we say: he that lives to sin is 
the slave of sin, may we say: he that is dead to sin is freed from 
the slavery of sin. Notwithstanding, 6 aro@avdv is to be simply 
interpreted: he that is dead, whereupon it follows naturally from 
what precedes that here is meant the inner, spiritual death carried 
into effect in believing fellowship with Christ’s death, by which, 
as by death in general, all former relations and connections 
are dissolved, and therefore the connection with sin, which thus 

loses its old authority and power over man. But if man is 
absolved from sin, he ought not again to hold converse with it. 
SedvxarwopeOa aro Ths apaptias, va pnKéte Sovdev@pev avTh. 
dedtxaiwtar Chrysost. explains by a77AXaxtat; Theophl., Oecum., 

Schol. Matth. by 7AevOépwtar. “ Nil jam in eum juris est peccato,” 
’ Nevertheless this is still repeated by Meyer. 
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explains Bengel, “ut non jam sit debitor, c. viii. 12. Justus est, 
ratione praeteriti a reatu; ratione futuri, a dominio, ver. 14.” 

Sixatobdv retains, then, here the meaning absolvere, to acquit, which 

the added definition ao tis duaptias enlarges to the notion of 
liberare, to set free. Comp. Ecclus. xxvi. 29; Acts xiii. 39. 
Man being set free from sin, it has lost its power over him, its 
power to accuse and to govern him. Comp. also with the state- 
ment of this verse the analogous utterance, 1 Pet. iv. 1: dt o 
made év capki, Téravtar dpwaptias, and Steiger, ibid. 

Ver. 8 continues the thought expressed in vv. 6, 7. The emphasis 
falls on ameOdvopev and ovfjcopev. If we died with Christ, we 
believe that we shall also /we with Him, for only thus does our 
fellowship with Him become complete. The sentence corre- 
sponds with the one contained in ver. 5. Still there is no tautology, 
but a systematic carrying forward of the exposition. The process 
of sanctification is treated first of all as to its objective, vv. 3, 4, 

next as to its objective and subjective, ver. 5, and finally as to 

its purely subjective aspect, vv. 6—8. If by faith we stand in 
fellowship with Christ’s death and resurrection, we are thereby 
incorporated with the spiritual death and spiritual resurrection 
(cvpputTo. xT.) that manifest their subjective existence in us 
as the death of the old man and as a new life (cvfjcouer). 
motevouev| This confidence is based on the assurance that God 
will not leave His work of grace unfinished in us, which would 
be the case if He made us partakers merely of the death of 
Christ and not also of His life, 1 Thess. v. 24; 2 Thess. iii. 3; 

2elim. i. 11. 
—ovfjoopuev] refers not to the future fw) airos, neither 

exclusively nor partially, in so far as this may be regarded as the 
continuation of the present fo év Xpict@. Neither mctevouev 
(see ante) nor the future (which is to be explained as in the 
similar case, ver. 5) commits us to this opinion, which is also 
alien to the strain of thought (comp. the summary conclusion, 
ver. 11). Rather cv&joopuev refers exclusively to the new life of 

believers in this world, which no doubt, according to John iv. 14, 
is in itself the water that springs up to eternal life. 

Ver. 9 introduces the new thought that this fo év Xpictd 
is a continuous one, never again to be interrupted, since Christ, 

raised from the dead, dies no more. etddTes] = xal oldapev, comp. 
ylvaoKovtes, ver. 6. 
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—ér. Xpsotos, éyepOels ex vexpdv, odKéte amoOvyjcKe] from 
which it directly follows that our life, being conformed to His, is 
an enduring, unending one; for in Christ’s life lies the power and 
the promise of the unbroken continuance of our life. But this 
does not preclude the possibility of our again losing this life, sup- 
posing us to fall away. 

—Odvatos adtod odxéte kupever| death is no longer (as formerly) 
lord over Him. An emphatic repetition of ovKéte amobvjcKet, 
strengthened by the form of asyndeton. As the sinless Son of 
God, Christ was lord of death; but as our substitute, made sin for 

us (2 Cor. v. 21), He made Himself its servant. 
Ver. 10. Confirmation of ovxéte amobvncKer’ OdvaTos avTov 

ovKéTs Kuptever, ver. 9. . The death which Christ died He died 
to sin éddma£, therefore He will not die a second time; but 

the life which He lives He lives r@ Oe, in which les the 
guarantee for the imperishableness of His present life. 6 yap 
a7 éBave| comp. Gal. ii, 20: 6 6€ viv 6 ev capi, Winer, p. 209. 
6 is paraphrased by several expositors : quod attinet ad id, quod, as 
concerns this, that ; but by others is more correctly taken as the 
case of object. amoOvicKkev ti, Shv tr=aliquam mortem mori, 
aliquam vitam vivere. So therefore 0 amé@ave, what He died = 
the death that He died, He died, ete. 

—Th dpaptia améBaver] (this) He died to sin, te. died in rela- 
tion to sin. The phrase is chosen in allusion to ver. 2: oftuves 
ameOavopev, and ver. 11: vexpods pev TH dpaptia. But the 
parallel is merely a formal one, Christ having died to sin in a 
different manner from us; He, as the previous exposition and the 
teaching of Scripture elsewhere show, to atone for and efface it ; 
we, to get rid of fellowship with it. But of course our dazro@v1- 
oKew TH awaptia is only a consequence, and takes place only in 
virtue of the dmoOvnoKxev Th dwaptia on the part of Christ.’ 

1 Meyer, following Hofmann, explains: ‘‘ He is dead to sin (dative of reference), 
i.e. His dying concerned sin ; and, indeed, so that the latter (namely, the sin of the 

world, conceived as power) has now, after He has suffered death on account of it, 

become without influence upon Him, and has no more power over Him; He sub- 

mitted Himself to its power in His death, but through that death He has died to its 
power.” If this exposition is not to detract from the biblical doctrine of atonement, 

which at least in Meyer is not the case, it would in point of fact be equivalent to our 
view ; for in no other way had sin power over Christ than that in His death He 
bore the penalty of sin as a substitute. Moreover, the exposition: ‘‘ to die in refer- 
ence to sin = to die to the power of sin,” seems to me artificial. Neither ver. 2 nor 
ver. 11 furnishes a parallel instance. 
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Bengel calls the dative 79 auaptia a dativus detrimenti. Although 
as to grammar more correctly described as dative of relation, as 
matter of fact Christ no doubt died, not in commodum, but in 

detrimentum speccatt. 
—éparat] used emphatically, once, zc. once for all, not to be 

repeated, Heb. vii. 27, ix. 12, x. 10; 1 Pet. iii, 18; Heb. ix. 
26, 28. 
—H 7@ Gee] He lives to God. His life belongs no longer to 

the death-causing power of sin, but to the eternal, immortal God 
alone, with whose glory it is penetrated, clothed with whose omni- 
potence He Himself now reigns as king for ever. “ Vivit Deo, 
vitam ex Deo gloriosam, divini vigoris plenam, in perpetuum. 
Nam Deus est Deus viventium,” Bengel. 

Ver. 11. Application of ver. 10 to believers in the form of a 
recurrence to ver. 2, and conclusion in the same form of the pre- 
vious course of reasoning. ovtw] in like manner, namely, as 
Christ once died to sin and lives to God, ver. 10. Griesbach 

and others needlessly place a colon after duets. It is true it was 
said of Christ that He died to sin, not that He reckoned, etc. 

But even with this new punctuation the same difference remains, 
for NoyieoGe K7X. still contains the exposition of otrw Kal tyes. 
At most, Griesbach’s reading renders the language more emphatic. 
As an example of the usual mode of connection, comp. Luke 
xvi. 10. 

—royiferbe éavtovs] Imperative, not indicative, in which case 
we should have expected ottw Kal ijels NoyefouePa, comp. ver. 8. 
AoyifecGe, not colligite, conclude, but existimate, reputate, censere, 

consider, judge, be assured, ii. 28; 1 Cor. iv. 1. Believers are 
to acknowledge themselves for what they are; and with this is 
connected the summons, ver. 12, to represent it also in their life. 
But what they are they became through baptism unto Christ’s death. 

—vexpors ev TH dpaptia] The lect. recept. etvar after vexpodrs 
pev is rightly removed from the text by Griesbach, Knapp, and 
Lachmann on preponderant authority. It is also said AoyiGeoOar 
twa Tt, “to take one for something,” Wisd. v. 4, xv. 15. 

—favtas 5é T@ Ge@] to His will and service, given up to Him 
as His property (xiv. 8; 2 Cor. v. 15; Gal. ii. 19). Besides, the 
parallelism of thought with ver. 10 proves as matter of course 
that the spiritual death is to be viewed as having taken place 
once for all, the spiritual life as of unbroken continuance. “Ut 
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Christus excitatus est ad incorruptibilem vitam, ita vos Dei gratia 
renatos esse, ut totam vitam in sanctitate et justitia traducatis: 
quando aeterna est semperque vigebit haec, qua renovati estis, 
Spiritus sancti virtus,” Calvin. 

—éyv Xpictd “Incod] not per Christum Jesum, but in Christo 
Jesu, in fellowship with Christ. év denotes, as often, the element 

in which the Christian’s spiritual life is lived (1 Thess. u. 14). 
The words may be joined with vexpovs pév . .. TO Oe in common, 
or simply with Cavtas t@ Oc@. The former seems preferable, 
because vexpovs ... Savtas, in strict parallelism with ver. 10, is 
connected in thought, and in conclusion receives in common év 
Xpist@ ‘Incod as an accessory definition. 
—T® Kupio nuav| acvording to decisive critical testimony, is 

to be deemed spurious, and is therefore rightly expunged from 
the text by Griesbach and Lachmann. It is to be regarded as 
an ascetic or liturgical addition, or inserted by copyists in the 
text without special design, in reminiscence of v. 21, vi. 23; 
i Cor. xv.'31-; {Phil an; 8, sete. 

The apostle having shown what Christians have become in 
virtue of fellowship with Christ mediated by baptism, and what 
they are to deem themselves, exhorts them now, vv. 12, 13, 

actually to be what they have become, by their own act to ratify 
God’s act in them, or to realize subjectively the spirit of their 
objective regeneration. They are accordingly to exhibit them- 
selves in life as vexpods TH dpapria, ver. 12, up to duapria, and 
as Cavtas TO Gee, ver. 13, from adda Tapacticate onward. Thus 
the import of vv. 12, 13 corresponds with that of ver. 11. 

Ver. 12. Mz otv Bacirevérw 1 apaptia] Wherefore let not sin 

reign. An inference (odv) from the foregoing. Because you have 
to regard yourselves as vexpovs TH dpapria, ver. 11, it follows 
that sin ought not to reign, for one would contradict the other. 
The antithesis of BacvAevev is not the existence of sin in general, 

as if the latter were supposed and permitted, and only its sway 
precluded and forbidden." The thing is correct in itself, but is 
not here expressly mooted. Rather the apostle pays no regard to 

1 So Augustine in Calov : ‘* Non ait non sit, sed non regnet. Quamdiu enim vivis, 

peccatum necesse est esse in membris tuis, saltem illi auferatur, ne fiat, quod jubet.”’ 
Certainly in itself this is fully as true as Luther’s gloss: ‘‘ Mark, the saints have still 
evil lusts in the flesh, which they follow not.” Comp. also Calov’s observation 
against the Pontificii on ver. 2 of this chapter. 
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this aspect of the relation, but depicts the Christian position 
according to its idea, in conformity with which sin, being buried 
by baptism unto Christ’s death, is never again to wield power 
and influence in man. jr) BacidevéTwo 7 duaptia answers to Tod 
pnkére Sovrevew Huds TH awaptia, ver. 6; comp. tmaxovew in 
this verse, and xuprevewv, ver. 14. 

—év T6 OvnTtod ipav copati] to be joined with Pacidevéra, 
so that it describes the sphere of activity of duaptia; not with 
dpaptia, in which case the article () dpapr. 7) év TO Ov. dy. o.) 
must have been repeated. oda cannot here denote exclusively 
the physical, material body. As such it must have been con- 
ceived either as the source, or the seat, or the organ of sin. 

The sensuous theory, according to which the body is set forth as 
the sowrce of sin, contradicts just as decisively the biblical as the 
Pauline mode of conception (comp. Jul. Miiller, I. 295). On the 
other hand, the body is doubtless the seat of sin, but neither its 

exclusive nor original seat. By this mode of view the apostle 
would leave unnoticed the chief sphere of sin’s activity, and by 
dwelling exclusively on the bodily sphere, fall back upon the 
notion that the body, as the exclusive seat, is also at the same 

time the primary source of sin. But if, finally, we view the body 
as the organ of sin, sin manifests its dominion in man through the 
organ of the body, but does not reign im the organ. Paul would 
then have written: év dpiv dua Tod Ovntod cmmaTos, but not: é&v 
T® OvnTto tudv cdpate. Besides, the notion of the organ of the 
reign, when the point in question is merely the reign, is out of 
place. But, on the other side, c®ua cannot be simply identified 
with odp& or wadawos dvOpwros as a designation of the corrupt 
tendency of human nature. This conception can be proved neither 
idiomatically nor by usage. For the understanding of the peculiar 
modification intended by Pauline idiom in the word cdua,—for 
it is certain that sacred philology ought as little to be restrained 
within the narrow limits of classical usage as biblical conceptions 
are exhausted by pagan forms of ideas, just as words like duapria, 
Sixatocivn, capt, Odvatos, fwn, etc., appear in Holy Scripture 
with a perfectly distinct modification of meaning,—we must take 

into consideration passages like Rom. viii. 10,13. In the latter 

passage, Gavatody tas mpdfers Tov ceépatos forms the antithesis 
of kata capa fhv. As little, then, as the latter should be 

_ referred merely to the activity of the lower impulses of sense, 
Purtiprt, Rom. I. U 



306 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

can the former concern the mortifying of these impulses. "We 
may not say with Miiller, I. 328, that the odp& is related to 

the mpakeus Tod capatos as the genus to the species) Why 
should the apostle mention merely one, and that a subordinate 
species of the odp&, just there where the chief point was to 
require the @avatovy of the entire cdp&? But a positive guide 
for the elucidation of the word o@ma is supplied in ver. 10 by 
the contrast in which c@pa and wvedua are there placed. wvedpa 
there is the spirit of man in so far as it is pervaded and governed 
by God’s Spirit; o@pa, that which is left of the entire man after 
the subtraction of the spiritual element, therefore as much the 
soul as the material body, in so far as it is not the abode of 
God’s Spirit. The designations are selected in accordance with 
the natural, anthropological division of man into veda and capa. 
Here, as there, wvedua denotes the higher, inner ruling; capa, 
the lower, visible, and concealing, earthly, servile principle. 
oopa, then, in both the passages cited, is that portion of man 
which is conceived as not yet illuminated by the wvedua Geod, 
the source and seat of sinful inclination, as well spiritual as 
sensuous, without yet, like odp£, denoting inclination itself. This 
copa is a capa To Oavarov, vii. 24; vexpor, viii. 10 ; @vnTor, 
viii. 11; for precisely as the seat of adwaptia is it subject to 
@dvaros, the wages of sin, vi. 23. Thus the phrase O6vnTov cOua 
in the present passage is explained. The cdma is man as to 
body and soul, in so far as he is not yet permeated by the 
avedua. As such it is @vntov, mortal, and herewith are we 
admonished not to suffer it to live in sin, or to surrender it to 

the dominion of that which alone brought death upon it. In the 
fatal effects of sin lies a reason for shunning it. The penalty of 
death passed on the c@ma on account of sin at the same time 
strips it of all rights; for, as tried and under sentence, it is 
without rights. Therefore has it no right to suffer sin to reign 
in it, or, which is the same, by permitting sin itself to reign over 

the wvedua. The c@ua of the Christian, then, is dead, not that 

it may remain in death, but that it may be raised from death to 
life, comp. vill. 11: Gworrouwjoe. kat ta Ovnta copata tuav. In 
the soul this takes place through the continuous process of re- 
generation and sanctification; in the body, through the resurrection.’ 

1 If we would still refer caz« exclusively to the material body, we must in that 

case say that the apostle, speaking ideally, looks upon regeneration, according to 
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—els To bmaxovew Ttais émiupiats adtov] This reading, the 
one most strongly attested, received by Knapp, Lachmann, and 
Tischendorf, approved by several modern expositors, is, as can 
scarcely be doubted, the original one. From this, as a gloss, 
arose the reading: eis 7d tmaxovew aitH, the émiupias 
Tov o@patos being identified with dwaprtia, as to meaning, 
rightly. The combination of both readings, along with the in- 
sertion of ¢€y which became necessary, resulted in the Jectio 
veceptu: eis TO UaKovew avTH év Tails émiOvplats avdtod, which 
accordingly cannot well be accepted as the original from which 
the two others sprang by partition, because it is the least attested. 
The same holds good of the opposite, 2.e. shortest reading: eis To 
uTakovewv, received by Griesbach, from which, then, the others 

must have arisen by means of explanatory supplements. 
Ver. 13. unde rapiotavete] nor yet present. mapiotavewy, the 

N. T. form for wapiotavar = to yield up, present, place at the dis- 
posal, place at the service, give wp to something, vv. 16, 19, xi. 1; 

Matt. xxvi. 53; Acts xxii. 24; 2 Tim. i. 15. 

—rTa pérn tyuav] The pédy are the different parts of which 
the o@ua consists. Hence here not merely the members of the 
body, hand, foot, etc., but also those of the soul, heart, will, 

understanding, vii. 5, 23. 
—OrAa adiucias] as weapons of unrighteousness. Several ex- 

positors take 67a in the sense, certainly in itself well-grounded, 
of instruments. But everywhere else in the N. T. the word has 
the meaning weapons, and, indeed, in the literal sense, John 
xviii. 3; elsewhere only tropically, Rom. xiii. 12: 6é7Aa Tod 
gwtos; 2 Cor. vi. 7: StrAa THs Sieacootvns; x. 4: Ta OTra Tis 
otpateias auov. This analogy of the Pauline idiom may be 

vy. 2-11, as already entirely completed in the spirit. Then we only need note the 
observation of Calov : ‘‘ Quod autem corporis e¢ membrorum mentionem facit, non 
eo accipiendum, ac si in corpore tantum dominetur, anima vero a pravis desideriis 

immunis sit, nec peccati dominio subjici possit, sed quod in corpore et membris 
corporeis apertius sese exserat peccatum, quodque non permisso dominio peccati in 
corpore ac membris corporeis, nec in nervum ita erumpere peccatum aut vim suam 
plene exerere aut vires etiam eas acquirere possit, quo nos captivet et in miseram 
servitutem redigat, et ex adverso imminuatur ita ac frangatur vis concupiscentiae et 
desideriorum, dum non permittitur tale dominium : ubi tamen intermittenda etiam 
non est veteris hominis et pravae concupiscentiae interioris mortificatio ac desideriorum 

inde prorumpentium subactio, cohibitio et repressio,” etc. But the exposition of 

the idea of c#z« given in the text still seems to us to deserve the preference in this 
passage. 



308 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

accepted as decisive with respect to the present passage. Add 
to this that the apostle elsewhere shows a fondness for military 
images, vil. 23, 1 Cor. ix. 26, Eph. vi. 11 ff, 1 Thess. v. 8, 

and that in the present passage the explanation in question is 
supported both by the Bacwrevew of awaptia, ver. 12, and by 
the expression Ta oyeva, ver. 23, likewise borrowed from 
military service. dpaptia is pictured as a Bacideds, who uses 
the members of man as weapons by which to win and establish 
a kingdom of unrighteousness, and then to reward his soldiers 
with death as their wages (ta doa). But dbdiucla is un- 
righteousness, not as a special vice, but, as often, wnrighteousness 

in the sense of immorality generally. 
—adra Tapactncate| The imperative aorist (in distinction 

from the imperative present 7rapioTavere just used) denotes here 
not so much an action passing rapidly, or one which should take 
place at once, Winer, p. 393, but marks an action which took 
place but once, as once for all. 

—<éavtovs] yourselves, your entire personality, the entire man. 
“Primo consideratur persona Christiani, deinde actiones et 
munera. Homo in peccato mortuus non commode diceretur 
sistere SEIPSUM peccato: sed vivens potest se sistere Deo,” 
Bengel. 
—os é€x vexpov Covras] as those who were dead and now live, 

who from being dead have become alive. os denotes the 
character, and the mode corresponding to this, in which they 
are to regard themselves. The phrase glances back to ver. 11; 
but the vexpo/ are not vexpol 7H auaprtia in the sense of ver. 11, 
but in the sense of Eph. ii. 1, 5, Rev. in. 1, ze. not those who 

died in baptism ¢o sin, but those who are dead in sin. 
—xai] sc. mapiotavere, which is to be taken from sapa- 

omjoate, in contrast with the former tapictavere. The entire 
ego is surrendered once for all to God, but its separate mem- 
bers in a gradual process. 

—Ta pwéAn vuov] figure here as members of the entire ego 
(comp. the preceding éavrovs), which confirms our view of c@mua 
and pédy. “ Membra quoque nostra illius arbitrio destinata sint 
ac consecrata: ut nihil, quam ejus gloriam spirent omnes animae 
ac corporis nostri facultates,” Calvin. 

—éiTra Sixaocvyns| as weapons of righteousness. dicatoodtvy 
here is a notion quite as general as dévxia its opposite. 
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—T 9d] Contrast with 77 dpapria. 
Ver. 14. The assurance uttered in this verse contains the 

reason (yap) justifying the apostle in addressing to his readers 
the exhortation given in vv. 12, 13. dpaptia yap tuav ov 
Kuptevoes] for sin shall not reign over you. The sentence cannot 
be taken imperatively, this meaning applying to the second but 
not to the third person future. Moreover, it is not an expression 
of confidence in the Romans, for in this case Paul would have 

said: You will not let sin reign over you. It expresses, then, the 
certainty of a fact, or, as this is to be conceived as future, a 
promise, fitted to give the readers comfort and consolation in 
reference to the exhortation just addressed to them. “Consolatio 
et promissio,” Melanchthon. 

—ov yap éote Td vomov, GAN bd yap] The reign of law 
is in keeping with the condition of man’s bondage to sin, ii. 20, 
iv. 15, v. 20; but with the reign of pardoning, justifying grace, 
the freedom of man from sin’s bondage, vi. 2-11. Conscience 
fettered and terrified by the law hates the judge; conscience set 

free through grace loves the reconciler. But hate binds fast to sin, 
whereas love releases from it. “ Gratia non solum peccata diluit 
(i.e. dimittit), sed ut non peccemus facit,” Augustine. Of the 
relation of the law to sin, the apostle has only spoken hitherto in 
brief sentences by way of intimation. It is not till the seventh 

chapter that he treats of it in the shape of more detailed ex- 
position. elvas vo tt, to be under something, to be under its 

dominion, ii. 9; Gal. iv. 21, v. 18. 

As from the doctrine of grace abounding through sin abounding, 
yv. 20, the inference might be drawn that it is good to continue in 
sin that grace may be multiplied, vi. 1, so the statement: od ydp 
€oTe UTO vopov, dAN wbrd xdpw, might awaken the idea that 
with freedom from the law licence is given to sin. This idea 
the apostle repels with the utmost energy. But yet he does not 
here so much develope the inner psychological impossibility of 
the legal state fostering and furthering righteousness, and of 
the state of grace fostering and furthering sin, as rather again 
remind of a matter-of-fact relation into which his readers, 

through faith in the gospel, have entered. As baptism into 
Christ’s death mediates the death of the old and the rising of the 
new man, ver. 3 fi., so is freedom from the law, in point of fact, 
a bondage to righteousness, the dominion of grave a freedom 
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from sin, so that once a SovAela dpaptias eis Odvatov, but now 
a Sovrela Oeod Kal Sixavocvyns eis Cwiv aidvioy, takes place. In 
the contrasted outcome and end, on one side @avatos, on the 
other fw, lies withal a motive for renouncing sin and serving 
righteousness. This is the purport of vv. 15-23. 

Ver. 15. Ti ody ;] comp. on iii. 9. 
—dapaptncopuer] shall we sin? is to be taken as a pure future 

= shall sin find place in us? Here also, as in ver. 1, the 

apostle himself draws the inference, in order thereby to antici- 
pate another’s possible, and, indeed, often already urged objection. 
Good codices have duaptjcwper ; are we to sin? a reading recom- 
mended by Griesbach, received by Lachmann and Tischendorf. It 
seems, like ézruuévwper, ver. 1, to be genuine, although, especially 

as it is not countenanced by quite as many authorities, it may 
have been conformed to ver. 1. dpaprjoar, comp. v. 14, 16, 

stands in later Greek for duapretv, Winer, p. 99. 
—6rt odk éopev vd vowov, GAN bd yapw] an emphatic 

repetition. 
Ver. 16. The pu yévorro is established by an appeal to a truth 

admitted unconditionally by the readers themselves, for ov« 
oldate| introduces an uncontradicted proposition, for which the 
experience, the consciousness of the readers may be appealed to. 
Know you not, to whom you yreld yourselves unto obedience, his 
slaves (actually)* you are, whom you obey? The sentence is a 
general one, hence 

—tTrapiotavete] present absolute, to denote what always stands 
good. The bond of slavery, once contracted, binds firmly. 

—els traxony] wnto obedience, 2.e. to obey it henceforth. 
—6odroi gate] sc. ToUTOV or éxelvov, 
—o wbmaxovete] whom you obey, not: whom you obeyed, 

emphasizes the notion of d7axoy still ‘more strongly. Slaves 
to him whom you obey =slaves rendering service by obedience. 
In rot... Suxatcoovvynv is given to the general sentence its 
special reference. 

—jjTou dpaptias] sc. Soddo. The tof added to #, which in 
classical Greek is usually strengthened by ye, “expresses an ex- 

1 J incline now to agree with Meyer, that here not ier#, but, as the order of words 
and the correlation with vapordvers tavrovs require, dovAe has the emphasis. 
“Whoever places himself at the disposal of another for obedience as a slave, is no 
longer free and independent, but is simply the slave of him whom he obeys.” 
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elusive force with respect to external objects, the given case 
being severed from all other otherwise conceivable possibilities,” 
so that Tov = %=either this only or that, tertiwm non datur. 
Herod. i. 11: viv tov dvoty odoiv rapeoveéwv, Tvyn, Sidwops 
aipecw, oKotépny Bovreat TpatrecOai, etc., GAN rou Kelvoy ye 
Tov tavta PBovretoavta Sel amroddAvabar 7 oe, Tov eme yuprny 
Onnoduevov. Hartung, Lehre von den Partikeln der Gr. Spr. 
II. 356 f.; Kiihner, Ausf. Gram. der Gr. Spr. II. 444. 

—eis Odvatov] unto death. Clearly @dvaros here, as in vv. 
21, 23, is in contrast with fw) aiwvos. It cannot then be 

taken as the opposite of efs Ssxatoovynv, which only comes after- 
wards, and exercises no retrospective force, ae. of the cessation of 
moral action in life. The idea may be taken quite as compre- 
hensively as in v. 12, although in that case the element of 
spiritual, and especially eternal, death predominates. If it is 
supposed that because bodily death falls still upon the do0dd0s 
vmaxouns, and on account of the contrast of @dvatos and fw 

aiwvios, vv. 21, 22, by @avaros eternal death exclusively must be 
understood, it may be replied that by means of actual sins death 
in the utmost compass of the idea, therefore also bodily death, as 
it rests already on man on account of the corruption of original 
sin, is also personally appropriated and deserved through his own 
act. But for the dodr0s trraxouns even bodily death is abolished, 
partly already in the shape of penalty, partly hereafter by the 
resurrection. Especially on account of ver. 23 we wish here to 
abide by the general notion of @avatos, for Ta yap devia Tis 
dpaptias Odvatos seems to us to point back expressly to v. 12. 
The same death that falls on man on account of original sin, 
v. 12, falls on him also on account of actual sin. 

—1) trraxons] namely, to God, opposite of duaptias, which as 
to its essence is mapaxoyn, v.19. The church doctrine of nova 
obedientia finds here even as to expression its point of connection. 
It follows also from the entire tenor of the previous as of the 
subsequent exposition, that it is in harmony with the apostle’s 
meaning to teach that the abolition of the law for believers con- 
sists only in deliverance from the curse and constraint, not from 
the obedience of the law. This obedience as to its nature is a 
free one, but from freedom we cannot be made free. The use of 
the word tzaxojs, employed here in a different relation, is in the 
Pauline style occasioned by the preceding eés drraxony, 
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—els dixatocvyny] unto righteousness, as matter of course not 
to be understood of the righteousness of faith, but of righteous- 
ness of life, as in vv. 13, 18 ff. Scxatoovvn, moral righteousness 

as a condition, is the result of the continuous act of twakon. As 
the exactly corresponding opposite of #row dpaptias eis Odvaror, 
we should have expected 7) Sccatoctvns eis Gory instead of 7 
Umakons eis Suxatoovvny. But it was of prime importance for 
the apostle here to lay stress on the ethical elements of taaxoy 
and dskatocvvn. The motive of terror and attraction, lying in 
@dvaros and in fw, is only brought forward expressly and inde- 
pendently from ver. 21 onward, to which eis @dvatov here merely 

forms a prelude. Nevertheless, perhaps along with duxasoc., its 
consequence, 1) ai@vios, is to be supplied in thought out of 
the antithesis Oavatos. dixavocvvn here denotes, then, neither 
“righteousness subjectively realized, even as this is the object of 
ultimate Ams,” nor yet “ the righteousness awarded to believers 
in the judgment on account of Christ’s death.” Against both, the 
conception of Sscavocvvy, ver. 18, is decisive. To waxor eis 
Sixatocvvny is analogous dcKatoctvn eis ayacpuov, ver. 19. With 
the doctrine of this verse, comp. Matt. vi. 24. 

Ver. 17 contains the application or minor proposition of ver. 16. 
xapis 6€ TO Oe@] sc. ein. “ Adjungit gratiarum actionem ; primum 
quo doceat, non esse id proprii meriti, sed singularis Dei miseri- 
cordiae: simul ut ab ipsa gratiarum actione discant, quantum sit 
Dei beneficium, eoque magis ad peccati detestationem animentur,” 
Calvin. The ydpus Geod challenges the ydpus avOpwrav. 

—61t Te SovAoe THs apaptias] The thanksgiving of the ~ 
apostle cannot of course refer to their having been the slaves of 
sin, but only to the following imnxotcate xtr. According to 
this view, OTs 7T€ SodAOL THS au. UTNKOvoaTE Sé KTA. stands for 
OTL OvTes ToTé SodNoL T. ap. UTNK. EK Kapdias, comp. Winer, 

p. 785. But this construction excites some suspicion, and still 
more the absence of the preparatory pév after Te, scarcely to be 
dispensed with in this case, an absence of which no quite corre- 
sponding instance can be adduced. As the sentence gives here a 
wrong sense, if it is not understood in close relation to the sub- 
sequent contrast, the particle indicating this relation was here 
altogether indispensable. It is preferable, therefore, with several 
modern expositors, to place the emphasis upon #Te, a view which 
is favoured by the precedence given to jjre. “ But thanks be to 
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God, that ye were slaves of sin (that this is past and gone).” 
Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 11: Kai radra twes HTe; Eph. v. 8: Hre yap 
mote oxotos, and Harless there. The attraction following can 
only be resolved, as is acknowledged by all modern interpreters, 
by tanotcate S& éx Kapdias (7d) TUT@ Sudayfs eis Ov Tape- 
S00n7e, Winer, p. 205. 

—imnxovoate] corresponds to vraxoyj, ver. 16, save that the 
former more general iraxoy here appears more definitely as taxon 
Tov evayyeniov. | 

—éx xapdias] comp. Matt. xviii. 35, and é« wuyijs, Eph. vi. 
6; Col. iii, 22. ovd€ yap nvaykacOnte, ovdé éBidoOnte, aXN 
&xovtes peta TpoOupias améotynte, Chrys. “ Veritas et efficacia 
religionis Christianae,’ remarks Bengel. “ Mali non possunt plane 
ex animo esse mali, quin eos semper vel inscios poeniteat sui et 

servitutis suae: sed boni ex animo boni sunt et libere.” 
—eis dv mapedd00nte] namely, by God through the Spirit of 

God at work in the gospel, for which ydpis is due to God. rv 
tov Geod BonOeav aivittetar, Chrys. The passive (aapedoOnTe) 
emphasizes the passive relation of man in regeneration, his activity 
(irnxovoate) being only the result of this relation, according to 
the well-known axiom: “ Ita a Spiritu Dei agimur ut ipsi quoque 

againus.” Wherefore the 
—tvTros Sidax7s| cannot be understood in the subjective sense 

of “ the form of doctrine, imprinted in the heart,” as this is rather 
imparted to or impressed on him. Luther and others: “ the 
pattern of the doctrine, exemplar, ideal which the doctrine sets up, 
sentiendi agendique norma ac regula.” But we cannot well say, 
to obey a pattern. In any case, the meaning is simpler and more 
in keeping: form, definite type of doctrine. Expositors quote 

from Jamblichus, vit. Pyth. c. 23, the perfectly analogous tvzros 
didacKarlas = TpoTros SidacKkarias. Comp. ii. 20: popdacis Ths 
yvooews; 2 Tim. i. 13: trotitwots byvawovtav Aoyov; Acts 
xxl. 25. But by rvzos d:dayfjs, in agreement with the connec- 
tion, is meant the gospel in the stricter, not in the broader sense, 

the doctrine of the righteousness which is in Christ, a righteous- 
ness of faith closely connected and inseparably interwoven with 
righteousness of /ife, which includes and produces righteousness 
of life as certainly as the germ the fruit. 

Ver. 18. Several interpreters find in this verse the logical 
conclusion, regarding, and indeed justly, ver. 16 as the major, 
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and ver. 17 as the minor proposition. But, in the first place, 
the particle 5é raises a doubt, for we should have expected odv 
instead, even if we take it as dé peraBatixov, Again, even in 
innxovoate ... Sudayhs as to substance is contained édovAwOnTe 
TH Suxatocvvyn, which is therefore more naturally taken as a more 
precise explanation than as a final inference. Wherefore ver. 18 
is perhaps to be directly and strictly linked to ver. 17, and 
separated from it only by a comma, not by a period or note of 
exclamation, so that #7e dodo THs dpaptias corresponds with 
TOL awaptias eis Oavator, ver. 16, brnxovoate ... SidaxAs with 
its more precise explanation, contained in the 18th verse: édev- 
OepwOévtes ... edovdoOnte TH Sixarocvvyn with % tbaraxons eis 

dixavoovvny. But we may, nevertheless, with Lachmann and 
Meyer, set a colon before €dev@., when the sentence is no longer 

dependent on 671, but stands out independently, and so more 
emphatically. The conclusion then follows of itself: “Thus the 
question raised, ver. 15, is to be answered in the negative, and 
duly repelled by a yu yévouro, Therefore must you obey, not 
sin, but righteousness.” 

—SovrwOnte TH Sexatoovyyn| you were enslaved to righteousness. 
The expression is no doubt paradoxical, but very significant, 
sharply emphasizing the subjection, the fruit of grace, of the 
justified man to the law of righteousness. Ids 6 yeyevvnpévos 
éx ToD Oeod... ov SUVaTas apyaptavevy, 1 John iii. 9. He is 
one freed from sin and a slave of righteousness. Comp. the 
analogous paradox, 1 Cor. vii. 22. Elsewhere dovAevery, Sovdodv 
expresses for the most part the ethical servitude, the slavery to 
sin and the law, which is freedom from righteousness, Gal. iv. 3 ; 
Tit. ii. 3; 2 Pet. ii. 19. But comp. also vii. 25, xiv. 185 Col. 
iii. 24; 1 Thess. i. 9. 

Ver. 19. avOpémivov Aéyo] in a similar way to nat’ dvOpwtrov 
Aéyo, iii. 5, apologizes for the expression éSovA@OnTe TH SiKaso- 
ovvn, which is somewhat gross and accommodated to dull powers 
of apprehension. “ Humanitus se loqui dicit non quoad substan- 
tiam, sed quoad formam,” Calvin. 

—Sia tiv aobéveray THs capKos buadv] Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 22. 
The capé is the natura mere humana, in contrast with the divine 
mvevua, Matt. xxvi. 41. From this weakness of the flesh, found 
still in every believer in a higher or lower degree, flows slow- 
ness of comprehension in spiritual things. Only a nature 
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wholly spiritual is able to understand and appreciate purely 
spiritual truth in a purely spiritual form. Until then it stands 
in need of conceptions and expressions put in a figurative, strongly 
sensuous way. “ Humanus sermo frequens et quodammodo per- 
petuus, quo scriptura se ad nos demittit. Sermo apertior non 
semper aptior ad rem ipsam,” Bengel. Paul had used the ex- 
pression: “you were enslaved to righteousness,” lest they should 
fall into the carnal mistake of supposing that freedom from the 
law is freedom from righteousness; as, on the contrary, it is 
freedom to righteousness, or, more strongly put, bondage to 
righteousness. Moreover, the marks of parenthesis must be 
erased; for the following #o7ep ydp xTXr., while it elucidates 
eSoviwOnte 1TH Suxacocvvy, does so likewise advOpwrives with 
reference to the ao@éveva of the odp&, seeing that here also the 
Sovrela THs Suxacocvvns is placed in parallelism with the Sovrela 
THs apaptias. 

—doTep .. . oUTw] Comparison between the former and present 
condition. 

—rydp| namely. The explanation is given in. the form of 
exhortation. The apostle exhorts the church, in harmony with 
the nature of the sanctifying process, to become that which it 
already is. 

—r1h axalapoia Kat TH avouiqg] Instead of the one 7H duapria, 
ver. 13, two sinful principles are specified; but these merely | 

characterize the idea of duwapria under its two aspects, subjective 
and objective ; or regard sin with respect to its inner essence, as 
which it is dxaapoia; and with respect to its relation to the 
divine law, as which it is dvoy/a. Comp. 1 Thess. iv. 7: od yap 
éexddecev Huds 0 Beds él axabapaia, aN év dyracwe, and 1 John 
iii, 4: mas 6 wowmy THvy awaptiav Kal THY advomlay ToLet Kal 4 
dpaptia éotiv  avouta. As axa0apcia, sin is defilement of body 
and spirit; as dvoula, it is guilt. 

eis THY avowiav|=eoTe Tovey THY avoulav. avopia, the first 
time, denotes opposition to law as a principle; the second time, 
opposition to law in its manifestation—the unlawful deed. “Just 
as you yielded up your members slaves to impurity and to law- 
lessness, for the practice of lawlessness or for doing what is 
unlawful,” so now yield up (ottw viv tapactyicate, where, with- 
out doubt, the aorist, as the viv added intimates, denotes what is 

to be carried out at once; see on ver. 13) your members slaves— 
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—rH Sixatocivyn eis ayiacpor] to righteousness unto holiness of 
walk,  SKacoovvn, again, denotes the principle; dywacpos, the 
manifestation, the practical matter of fact. 

In conclusion, the apostle urges, vv. 20—23, to a ready com- 
pliance with the exhortation last given, by reference to the 
unhappy effects of the former bondage to sin, and the happy 
effects of the present bondage to righteousness and God, of which 
the former should deter them from sin, the latter encourage to 
holiness. 

Ver. 20. “Comply with the exhortation just given, ver. 19, 
for,’ etc. The particle yap introduces a motive, which is not 
itself given till ver. 21 ff. In the present verse the way is pre- 
pared for it. The apostle, therefore, without any essential altera- 
tion in meaning, might have written: tiva yap Kapmov élyete 
rote, OTe SodAoL Are Ths apaptias, edevOepou 5éE TH SiKacoovyy. 
But he begins, first of all, by reminding them of their former 
state, adducing, not without a touch of irony, its advantage 

(€devOepov civar TH SuKacocvyn), in order, over against the imaginary 
advantage, to make the real disadvantage and injury stand out in 
more striking colours. éAevOepou HTe TH Sixavocvyy] we. de facto, 
not de jure. Engaged in the service of the opposite sovereign, sin, 
as no one can serve two masters, you were in fact free from the 
other sovereign, righteousness. Even then you had freedom ; but 
of what sort, and linked with what issues! That delicious 

freedom from restraint brought at length the bitterness of death. 
enevOepor Fre TH Sixavoctvy = ovK Te Sod TH Sixavoovvy, free 
from righteousness, i.e. free with respect to righteousness, in rela- 
tion to righteousness. It stands in antithesis to devote Oar Th 
Sixatoavvy, SodrAoL TH Sixatoovvy, vv. 18, 19 ; Winer, p. 263. 

Ver. 21. Several interpreters connect together tiva ... émato- 
yuverOe; as one question. “ What fruit had you then (of the 
things) of which you are now ashamed?” The answer to be 
then supplied is: none, or pernicious fruit. But the supplying 

of éxelvav or €& éxeivwv before é¢ ofs, which then becomes 
necessary, is difficult, and not fully borne out by vii. 6. More- 
over, the parallelism of thought requires those sins and shameful 
deeds (éxetva éf? ois viv ératoxtvecbe) to be just as much 
regarded as the xapzros of their former condition, whose TéAos is 
Odvaros, as in ver. 22 good works are represented as the «apzros 
of their present state, whose TéAos is fw aiwvios. But if we 
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would interpret: “ What fruit now had you then of things, of 
which you are now ashamed ? zc. you had then no fruit, no moral 
gain of, etc.; for what leads at last to death could bring you no 
moral gain,” it is quite self-evident that things of which one is 
ashamed, 7.e. sins and shameful deeds, bring no moral gain. It is 
therefore best, with Luther and most modern interpreters, to place 
the note of interrogation after tore, so that éf’ ois viv émaic- 
xuveoGe forms the answer. “ What fruit had you then? Things 
of which (é€f’ ois =Tovadta éf' ois) you are now ashamed.” 
Comp. in Gal. v. 19-22 the antithesis of épya tis capxds and 
Kaptos Tod mvevuatos. The things of which they are ashamed 
now that they are converted, are sinful deeds as the fruit of their 
bondage to sin; avopia, ver. 19, as the effect of the dovrela THs 

axafapolas xal ths avouias. Elsewhere, indeed, the apostle 
speaks only of the xapzos Tod mvevpatos, Tod patos, THs SiKato- 
ovvns. But here a sort of ironical oxymoron is found. They had 
a Kaprov akaprov, comp. Eph. v. 11. 76 yap Tédros éxetver, 
@dvatos| Reason of the shame. You are now ashamed of these 
acts ; for how shameful must the act be whose end is death! The 

hurtfulness of sin sets in relief its shamefulness, the destruction 

that it brings, as a divine punishment, embodying a judgment 
upon its worth. édos, end, issue, final result, 2 Cor. xi. 15, Phil. 

iii. 19, 1 Pet. i. 9, not absolutely identical with opowa, wages, 
ver. 23. Rather ver. 23 expressly shows that téAos, which may 
be quite as well ydpucpa as oevioy, is in itself neither of them. 
Respecting @dvaros, see on ver. 16. If the reading received by 
Lachmann, To wév yap tédXos KTX., is genuine, the wév does not 
correspond to the following dé, but is to be rendered: for the end 
indeed, etc. Comp. Hartung, Lehre von den Part. d. Gr. Spr. 
II. 414. 

Ver. 22. Antithesis to vv. 20,21. They were éXevOepos TH 
Sixatootvyn, but are éhevOepwOévtes ard Ths dpwaptias] for 
their freedom in reference to the law was their natural condition, 

preceded by no other from which they had been set free ; whereas 
they were set free from sin by regeneration. 

—<dovrwhértes 5€ TH Oe] To serve righteousness is to serve 
God, vv. 18, 19, for only the righteous is God’s servant, Isa. 

hii. 11. Augustine says, strikingly: “Deo servire vera libertas 
est.” Comp. also 1 Pet. ii. 16. 

—éyete Tov KapTov budv eis dytacuov] Breviloquence for 6 



318 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

kapros by éyeté eoTw (ayel) eis ayracpor, “the fruit that you 
now have leads unto holiness.” The xapmds is the épya tod 
avevpatos of believers, which are a fruit that they enjoy, which, 
apart from all reward, are on their own account to them a 

delightful fruit of grace. The end and aim of grace, certainly 
only to be attained in this life in unceasing approximation, is 
drytacpos, holiness. There is here clearly a glancing back to the 
conclusion of ver. 19, to dovrEia THs Suxatoctyys eis dytacpovr. 

—rd 6é Tédos Canv aiwviov] still dependent on éyete. fw) 
aiwvios is here conceived as future. Comp. oni. 16. 

Ver. 23 ratifies what is said, vv. 21, 22, of the final result of 

the bondage to sin and to God. Ta dwoval|=% avtyuoGla. 
"Owoviov Kupias AéyeTAL TO TOLs oTpaTLbTaLs Tapa Tod Bacihéws 
SeSouévov oitnpéotov, Theophylact. The expression is used in 
allusion to ver. 13. The collective plural, to indicate the very 
various elements in kind or coin used in payment, is more usual 
than the singular. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 7. 

—rd 6& xapicpa tod Oeod] Death is the well-earned and 
merited wages that sin gives, but eternal life is and remains the 
unmerited gracious gift of God. We have it 

—év Xpicté “Inood] in believing fellowship with Him who 
is at once righteousness and eternal life, 1 John v. 20. Thus the 
inseparable connection of justification and sanctification, which 
forms the basis and fundamental view of this chapter, reappears 
at its end. He that is justified by faith in Christ has eternal life 
as God’s gracious gift; and inasmuch as sanctification is simply 
the subjective development of the objective gift of justification, 
foi) aiwvios remains, even for the sanctified, what it was at first, 
namely, ydapucpa Oeov, whose possession he does not first earn 
by means of dyvacpos, but only awaits, and, when he has attained 
the end of sanctification, actually receives. Bona opera, according 

to St. Bernard’s well-known saying, are merely the via regni, not 
the causa regnandt. 
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CHAPTER VII 

THE law is lord over man as long as he lives. Only death can 
dissolve his relation to the law, just as the wife can only come 
into the power of another husband when her husband is dead. 
In the same way, then, the church is dead to the law; and, this 

first marriage-bond being dissolved, has become the possession of 
Christ, her second husband. The purpose of this new union is to 
bring forth fruit to God; for the law did nothing but stir up 
sinful desire, and only through freedom from the law has service 
in the new spiritual nature been made possible and real. This is 
the purport of vv. 1-6. If, then, we ask, to what point in the 
foregoing exposition this teaching links on, the statement, ver. 14, 
at once occurs to us: duaptia yap tudv od Kupievoer od ydp 
éote Ud vowov, GAN wo ydpw; for vv. 1-4 of this chapter 
manifestly correspond to ov yap éote bro vomov, GAN bd yapw 
=ov yap éoTe vouov, dd\Aa Xpictod, and vv. 5, 6 to the inference 
to be drawn from this: duaptia tpav ov Kupievoes. The decisive 
statement of vi. 14 might easily cause offence, especially in the 
Jewish-Christian portion of the church, as it was always difficult 
for Jewish Christians to look upon the dominion of the law as 
entirely abolished by Christ. Hence the apostle in the present 
section proves at still greater length that this is the actual state 
of things, that the notion of a union between the law and Christ, 
and of the first being retained alongside the latter, is altogether 
without warrant, and that only by the passing away of the 
dominion of the law is the dominion of sin broken and the 
dominion of righteousness established. Every other mode of 
connection with what precedes, although in appearance more 
probable, is to be regarded as really more improbable and artificial. 

Ver. 1. *H dyvoeire] vi. 3; 1 Cor. vi. 16. In the nature of 
things, 7 usually relates to the subject immediately preceding ; but 
there is no logical necessity for this. The point of connection 
may also lie farther back, provided that there is sufficient reason 
for this, and that it is obvious to the reader. But here this is 
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actually the case. The proposition vi. 14 might, as vi. 15 shows, 
lie open to a dangerous misconstruction. This must first of all 
be repelled. After this is done in vi. 16—23, the apostle returns, 
according to intention, to vi. 14, in order to expand the sentiment 

of that verse more fully, and defend it against the doubts that 
might arise. Still, if it is desired formally to connect the deferred 
exposition of vi. 14, contained in vv. 1-6 of this chapter, with 

what immediately precedes, we may say that the position that 
the Christian, set free from the service of sin and become the 

servant of God, has his fruit unto holiness and eternal life as the 

final result, vi. 22, 23, could not be truth, if the Christian were 

not free from the law, and did not belong to the risen Christ 
instead, etc., vii. 1—6. 

—adergoi|] As Paul is about to examine a doubt usually 
raised only by Jewish Christians, we cannot wonder at his here 
addressing himself specially to them with the title adeAgo/. In 
iv. 1, also, his question is specially directed to Jewish Christians, 
and on this account calls Abraham our (ic. natural) father. In 
a quite similar way, xi. 25 (comp. dpeis, vv. 28, 30), as likewise 
follows from the context, only Gentile Christians are addressed by 
adergot. The purport of this passage clearly stands in positive 
and direct relation to the Jewish Christians, and can only bear a 

secondary and subordinate application to the Gentile Christians. 
But it is obvious that this gives no ground for the assertion that 
the Roman church consisted in overwhelming proportion of 
Jewish Christians (against this, see Introduction), and that there- 
fore the entire church is described a parte potiori ; for, as observed, 

even a part of the church may be exclusively addressed without 
noticing the other. 

—yweoKkovet yap vouov aA] not: “for I speak to those 
among you that know the law,” ae. to the Jewish Christians, 

which would be tols ywvoon. xTr., but: “for I speak to you as 
to those that know the law; I speak to those acquainted with 
the law.” yap then belongs, not to dderdoi, but to 7 ayvoeire, 
and confirms, not the reference of the address to the Jewish 

Christians, but the assumption of knowledge in those addressed. 
But certainly the pregnant and specific description ywooxovtes 
vouov applies only to Jewish Christians, ii. 17-20, and could 
not as matter of necessity leave the readers in doubt as to who 

were addressed in adeAdgol. “¢ 
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—0o vopos] here also the Mosaic law, as is proved by the 
allusion to vi. 14, ywveoxovor vopov in the present verse, and the 
application ver. 4 of the present chapter. Therefore neither the 
moral law in general, nor yet merely a part of the Mosaic law, 

namely, the marriage-law. 
—xupwever Tod avOp@rov] comp. vi. 14: duaptia od Kupietoet. 

The xvpceverv of sin holds good as long as the xupvevew of the 
Nomos holds good; but the cupsevew of the Nomos holds good— 

—é¢’ bcov ypovov | sc. 6 dvOpwrros, for as long time as he 
lives. Most expositors take the sentence 6 vouos ... Cf as a general 
proposition. “The law wields its power over man for the whole 
period of his life.” But apart from the triviality of such a pro- 
position, it was already of itself sufficiently obvious, so that, in 
fact, no appeal was necessary on its account to the yvadous vopouv 
of the readers. Add to this, that in reality it is false and in any 
case anti-Pauline. Paul might, indeed, say that the law is given 
to man for the whole period of his life, but not that it rules over 
him during the whole period of his life (cupuever tod avOperrov). 
For the believer, as is here to be expressly proved, the dominion 
of the Nomos has ceased. He is no longer tid vouov, and the 
vowos is no longer his kvpios. Accordingly ¢jv here is to be 
understood, not of physical, but spiritual life, and we have a 
statement analogous to the words: 0 yap aro8avev Sedixalwtar 
amo THs dpaptias, vi. 7. As long as man lives, ze. his old, 
natural life continues, he is a servant of the law; only when he 
is spiritually dead is he free from the power of the law, o yap 
atroavev Sedixaiwtat ao Tod vouov. To this, then, é6avatwOnte 

T® vow, ver. 4, and KatnpynOnuev amd Tod vopuov, amoOavortes, 
ver. 6, correspond, the apostle by the latter more precisely defining 
the summons to spiritual death stated generally in this verse as a 
summons to die to the law. Thus only does the appeal to the 
knowledge of the law on the part of his Jewish-Christian readers 
acquire its profounder meaning. It is such a knowledge as they 
could not but have derived from the experience of their former 

condition of subjection to the law in contrast with their present 
condition of freedom in Christ. Several expositors as subject to 
ép doov xpovov fH supply, not 6 dvOpwmos, but 6 vouos. This 
certainly has the advantage that the simile, vv. 2, 3, is made to 
correspond still more closely. But the apostle, as ver. 4 shows, 

intends to speak here, not of the death of the law, but of the 
Purtiprt, Rom. I. x 
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death of man in relation to the law; and, as he puts this topic 
in the very front, our view of é¢’ dcov ypovov & (among the 
advocates of which Umbreit and Besser are now to be numbered) 
is perfectly agreeable to the context.’ 

Vv. 2, 3. Most modern expositors find in these verses an 
example in support of the general proposition, ver. 1. So Estius 
early: “Quod dixit, exemplo declarat legis conjugalis, a qua 
dewnde (namely in ver. 4) comparationem sumit.” But, first of all, 
this proposition, as already remarked, was sufficiently evident of 
itself without illustrative example. Again, those expositors them- 
selves must acknowledge that the example is inapposite, nay, 
halting. If it were meant to correspond to ver. 1, it must in- 
versely have been said: 1 yap brravdpos yuvn, ep’ Bcov xpovov FH, 
TO avopt SébeTar vouw éav S€ atroOdvn (sc. } yun), KaTHpYyNTaL 
amo Tod voyov Tov avépos. Finally, in that case ver. 3 is a 
casual and needless expansion of the example, although in the 
application, ver. 4, the chief stress is placed on this expansion, 
and the chief reference made to it. It is best, then, to take 

vv. 2, 3, not as an example demonstrating by a concrete case in 
needless and clumsy fashion the proposition: that death dissolves 
the relation to the law, but—according to the view once uni- 
versally received, in modern days held only by Reiche, Klee, 
Olshausen, Tholuck (although in the fifth edition with trembling 
hand), and Besser—as a simile or allegory. Several interpreters 
then, in the train of Augustine, understand by the yur7 the human 
soul; by the one avyp sinful lust, the 7aOjpata Tov apapTiav 
spoken of ver. 5, the wadauds avOpwros ; by the vouos Tod avdpos, 
the law, which constitutes the union of the soul with sin; lastly, 

by the other avyp, Christ. But, first of all, it is somewhat far- 

fetched and forced to place the tradasds advOpwrros over against 
the éy# as the dvjp in relation to the yuvy; and again, according 
to this view, Paul must have written in ver. 4: Kal vets 

Cavatwbévtes (sc. TH apaptia) Sia Tod capatos tod Xp. 
nrevOep@Onte amo Tov vdwov, whereas he is now clearly treating 
of death in relation to the law, not of death in relation to sin. 

He wishes to prove, not that by being freed from the law we are 
dead to sin, but rather the reverse (vv. 5, 6), that by being dead 
to the law we are freed from sin. It is therefore best, with the 

majority of interpreters, who follow the allegorical explanation of 

1 The objections raised by Meyer and Tholuck we look upon as not conclusive. 
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the verse, in the train of Origen and Chrysostom, to understand 
by the yvv7 the church, by the one davyp the law, by the other 
Christ. It is common with the apostle to set forth the relation 
of the church to Christ under the image of marriage, 2 Cor. 
xi. 2; Eph. v. 32; and Hengstenberg, Comm. on Psalms, II. p. 120. 
We have here a striking and beautiful expansion of the image, 
the marriage-covenant serving to set forth the relation of the 

covenant of Jaw to the covenant of grace. The partial inversion 
of the comparison that appears in the exposition, ver. 4, presents. 
no difficulty, because in reality the death of the law is identical 
with the death of the individual in reference to the law. 

—rydp| either confirmatory: for, for thus is it prefigured in 
the law, or explanatory: nempe, namely, because the allegorical 
instance borrowed from the marriage-law illustrates the relation 
in question of man to the law, Jas. i. 2. 

—travopos| marito subjecta, ie. married. The expression 
occurs also in classical Greek, and is used by the LXX. for the 
Hebrew AWN nom Aw, Num. v. 29, ete. 
—T6 Cavti avdpi dédeTat] is bownd to her living husband, is 

bound to be his only. Comp. dédecar yuvarxi, 1 Cor. vii. 27, and 

yuvn dédetar ef’ Goov ypovoy FF o avnp avtijs, ver. 39. 
—voum] by the law, namely, the Mosaic. He appeals to the 

law in the presence of those who yuveoKover vouov. The law, 
indeed, contains no express command of the sort, but only an 
indirect precept; for as only the husband could dismiss the wife 
by bill of divorce, Deut. xxiv. 1, it followed that the wife on her 

part was bound to the husband during her life. That the wife 
also by the bill of divorce was released from obligation to the 
husband (Kidduschin, f. ii 1: “mulier possidet se ipsam per 
libellum repudiw et per mortem mariti, Deut. xxiv. 2 f.”), Paul 
leaves out of sight, not so much because he only takes into 
account the rule, not the exception, as rather because it only 
concerned him here to lay stress on this,—that the wife on her 

part has no power, while her husband lives, to separate and 
release herself from him, in which relation no change is made by 
the power of the husband on his part to free himself from his 
wife. 

—kaTipyntat amo Tob vowov Tod avdpds| the phrase xatap- 
yeto@at amo Twos, not used in classical Greek, is found again 
in ver. 6 and Gal. v. 4. In meaning it corresponds with éAevOépa 
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€otily amd Tov vopov, ver. 3 (comp. éAevOepwHévtes aro, Vi. 18, 
22), although it is stronger and best compared with $0eipecOat 
amo, 2 Cor. xi. 3. We should have expected xatypyntat o vomos 
Tov avopos (iii. 31) Kal adr) édevOépa éoriv. But in energetic 
phraseology the notion of abrogation is transferred to the person, and 
by aconstructio pracgnans Kkatapyeto Pat aro is put for catapyeto bar 
Kal xwopifec@as aod Tod vouou, to be annulled and released from 

the law, 1.e. to be entirely set free from the law and released from 

it in every respect. 06 vdmos Tod avdpos, lex ad maritum pertinens, 
de eo lata, the law referring to the husband, made in reference to 
him. Comp. LXX. Lev. vii. 1: odtos 0 vowos Tod Kpiod KTH., 
oUTos 0 vouos Ovcias owTnpiov; xiv. 2: Tod Aempod; xv. 3: THs 
axaOapoias, etc. Thus it is not really different from o vopos 
mept Tod avdpos, LXX. Ley. xi. 46: obtos oO vowos tepl Tov 
KTNVOV Kal TOV TeTELVoV KTX., and the genitive expresses, accord- 

ing to Winer, p. 235, inner reference of a remoter kind. Law of 
the husband, 2.c. the law fixing the relation to the husband, we. as 
results here from the context, in such a form that it binds to him. 

Bengel remarks on Tov vowov Tod avépos, “non incommode statuas 
appositionem : a lege, viro.” Although this grammatical construc- 
tion is untenable, it may be said that Paul has not without 
purpose chosen the phrase awd tod vopov tod avdpos (ver. 3, 
éerevOépa éotiv amd Tod vowov) instead of the simple dd tod 
ayépos, in order to intimate that the freedom of the wife from 
the husband in the spiritual sphere, prefigured by this relation, 
is freedom from the law. 

—dapa ody] see on v. 18. 
—ypnwatioces] The verb ypnuarifw, derived from xyphua, 

originally =to transact business, then: to manage state affairs, 
especially to hold councils, to give answers and decisions upon 
questions, to consult, ordain, decide. Hence in the N. T. of 

divine answers and decisions, ypnuariferv = oracula edere, divinitus 

admonere, edocere, Heb. xii. 25 ; the passive ypnuatifec@at, oraculo 

monert, oraculum accipere, divinitus admoneri, Matt. uu. 12, 22; 

Luke ii. 26; Acts x. 22; Heb. viii. 5, xi. 7 (hence Chrys.: ypy- 
patiowos mpodntela éotiv ; Rom. xi. 4: ypnuatiopos = oraculum). 
From the meaning: to conduct state affairs, to hold a public office, 
has arisen in later profane writers, Polybius and Diodorus (ypn- 
poatlfer Baotrevs, he assumes the title of king, has himself called 

king), Plutarch (véa "Iow é€ypnuatice, she had herself called a new 
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Isis), Strabo (éypnudtice Kapyndovos), and others, the meaning 
xpnuatitw, I take, assume a title of office, character, name; then 

simply: I am called. So here, povyaris ypnuatioes, she shall be 
called an adulteress. Comp. Acts xi. 26: éyéveto ... ypnuatioas 
mpatov év Avtioyeia tovs palntas Xpiotiavovs. The future 
xpnwatioes is used, because what always holds good may be 
conceived as holding good also in the future. 

—éav yévntar avdpi érépw| if she shall become another man’s (as 
wife). Comp. the ¥NX? 17, Ruth i. 12; Judg. xiv. 20; Ezek. 
xvi. 8, xxiii. 4. repos is here well chosen, because it concerns 
not merely another husband of two, but also one of another kind, 
belonging to another class or category. So Christ, in relation to 
the law, is not merely a Xos, but repos avyp, Gal. i. 6. 

—rTov pn|=aaoTe py, of result, not of purpose, comp. Acts 
ili, 12, vii. 19; Winer, p. 408. 

Ver. 4. date] Particle of inference, quare, itaque, accordingly, 
therefore. On the following indicative, comp. Winer, p. 377. It 
follows that they also are dead to the law through the body of 
Christ, because through the body of Christ the law is slain, and 
therefore they, like the wife through the husband’s death, are free 
from the dominion of the law. The apostle, glancing back to 
ver. 1, says: tpets EOavat@Onte TH vou, instead of, as vv. 2 and 3 
would have led us to expect, 6 vouos €OavataOn, catnpynOn, not 

so much to avoid giving offence to the weak Jewish Christians 
by the former harsher expression (for in x. 4 he says: TéAos vopov 
Xpioros ; Eph. ii. 15: tov vowov tav évtorav év Soypact, katap- 
yynoas ; Col. ii. 14), as rather because, in keeping with vi. 14, he 
would deal, not with the abolition of the law, but with the release 

of believers from the law. Both are no doubt inseparably inter- 
woven, nay, identical, and therefore the transition could be made 

from one conception to the other without difficulty. But had he 
(vv. 2, 3) chosen the purely objective representation, it might 
then have seemed as if the abolition of the law left the Christian, 

like the wife in the preceding comparison, in his natural state, 
without the inner subjective change substituting for the yoke of 
the law the lordship of Christ. Moreover, since the cd@ya tod 
Xpucrov is to be conceived as GavatwGév, and in this very cOya 
Gavatwév the law is at the same time slain (comp. the passages 

of the Ephesian and Colossian epistles just cited), we can scarcely 
speak of an inversion of the simile, the proposition: you are put 



326 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

to death to the law through the body of Christ, being in reality 
identical with the proposition: since through the body of Christ 
the law is put to death, you are set free from it. There is accord- 
ingly found here not so much an inversion as a contraction of 
thought and expression. 

—xal tyets] you also, namely, @omep 7 yur, vv. 2, 3. 
—€OavatoOnre TS vow] not amreOdvete TO vowe, because only 

the capa Cavatwbev tod Xpiotod and your incorporation by 
God’s gracious aet into this cua Oavatwbév are the ground of 
your deliverance from the law. On the dative tT voym, put to 
death, dead to the law, as to the law, opposite of yiyveo@au (fv) 
érép@, comp. Winer, p. 263. 

—é8ia Tod cwHpuatos Tod Xpictod] sc. OavatwOévtos, which is 
supplied naturally from €@avat@@nte, or even because éGavato- 
Onte TO vow Sia TOD cwyatos Tov Xpiotod may be regarded as 

a contraction of €AcevOepwOnte amd Tov vopov Sia TOD TwmaTOS 
Pavatwbévtos tod Xpioctov. Through the fact that the body of 
Christ was slain, through the slaying of Christ’s body you are put 
to death to the law, in so far precisely as through the slaying of 
Christ’s body the law is slain. Therefore the death of Christ 
even here comes into view as a vicarious sacrificial death. With 
copatos, comp. Eph. ii. 15: év 7H capi adtod; and ii. 16: & 
évt cduate. The expression odpatos is used instead of Oavdrov 
with plastic insight. Christ’s obedient se//-surrender to death is 
not to be conceived as excluded, Heb. x. 10. Had we, moreover, 

in ver. 1 only a general proposition, and in ver. 2 f. the example 
illustrating it, ver. 4 would contain, not an inference, but an 

application. But it would then be introduced by otras, not 
by ®ore. At least if we interpret (comp. de Wette, Rémerbdr. 

4 Aufl. p. 91): “ Therefore you also are put to death to the law” (so 
that it no longer reigns over you as dead), we must say that it 
does not at all follow that they also are dead, because only death 
releases from the law, vv. 2, 3, but that the law no longer reigns 

over them only follows on the supposition, or because it is 
actually the case,'that they also are dead. Therefore either: 
odTws Kal duels areOdveTe TO VOuw, Kal Sia TODTO OvKETL 6 VOMOS 
kuplever Huov, OL OoTE 6 Vomos ovKEeTL KUpLEvEL OVSE DudV, Si0TL 
Kal vets amreOavere. 

—els Td yevéoOar tyuads TO EtEpw] in order to your becoming 
another's. Explication of yevouévnv avépt érépe, ver. 3, eis TO, 
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telic, not consecutive ; for the end of the law being abolished is 
that they should belong to Christ. 
—T® &x vexpov éeyepVévTe] apposition to éTépw, used in allusion 

and contrast to c@ua Oavatwbév, They belong not to the dead, 
but to the risen Christ. Through the slain Christ they are dead 
to the law. The other husband, to whom they now belong, is 

therefore not the slain, but the risen, the living Christ, vi. 5. 

There may also be supposed a reference to the active power of 
the Risen One who remains not in death, a reference preparatory 
to va xaprrodop. Tt. Gee, v. 10, vi. 9. 

— iva Kxapropopjcwopev TO Oed] specifies the purpose of 
yevéoOar ipas érépm, and the final purpose of €@avatwOnte TO 
vou. The change of person is found in other places also, viii. 15 ; 
Gal. i. 14. The transition to the common mode of speech in 
the first person plural expresses the generality of the demand, 
promise, etc., and thus adds force. On xaprrodopycwpev, Bengel 
remarks: “ Fructus respondet proli: nam similitudo est a matri- 
monio.” So, too, the majority of ancient and modern interpreters, 
who understand xapzros of the fruit of marriage, good works. 
Theodoret early remarks: «at ézreid7 cuvadetay Kai yapov TH eis 
Tov KUpLOV TMpoonyopevae TiaTLV, EiKOTws SeikvUaL Kal TOV TOD 

ydpou kaprov. But as this metaphor, occurring so often else- 
where in Scripture, of xapmov roeiy, Matt. iii. 8, 10; xaprov 
Sidovat, Mark iv. 7; capmov Pépew, John xii. 24, xv. 2; Kaprov 
éyew, Rom. i. 13; xapmodopeiv, Matt. xiii. 23, Mark iv. 20, 
28, Luke viii. 15, Col. i. 6, 10,—is always taken from the soil, 

trees, grain, vine, and as even in this epistle capzrov éyeuv, vi. 22, 

just before, and xaprogopeiy TO Oavdte, vii. 5, just after, refer 
to fruit of the soil (comp., besides, Gal. v. 22; Eph. v. 9; Phil. 
i. 11), there is no adequate ground for supposing a deviation here 
from this use of the word, which is invariable in the N. T. The 

metaphor of xkapzodopeiv, so familiar, needed in fact no special 
occasion to suggest its employment. It must therefore remain 
exceedingly doubtful whether, while retaining the trope from the 
soil, merely an allusion to the kapzros xovhas (Luke i. 42) should 

? «For if Christ became through His bodily death our deliverer from the law, we 
cannot now belong to Him otherwise than as the Risen One for a new and indis- 
soluble union. The importance of this addition, in its bearing on the matter in 
hand, lies in the xawérns Cwiis (vi. 3, 11, 13, 22), which, on the very ground of the 
ethical communion with the Risen One, issues from the new relation,” Meyer. 
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also be supposed. But against the notion that the capmos Koidias 
is here directly meant, beside what has been already quoted, 
tells the somewhat indelicate coarseness of the figure, which, 

moreover, would stand out in strong contrast with the bare 
intimation of the marriage-relation lying in the phrase: e/g 70 
yeverOar buds ETépw. Kaptropopety Tut, to bear fruit for one, i.e. 
to bear fruit that one may enjoy, that is agreeable to him. Since 
the end of our union with Christ consists in our being bound to 
bear fruit to God, it follows that through Christ the law is only 
abolished relatively. “Ac tenendum quidem est,’ says Calvin, 
“ Paulum eam duntaxat partem, quae propria est Mosis ministerio, 
hic attingere. Nam quatenus decem praeceptis tradidit Deus, 
quid rectum sit, vitamque nostram instituit, nulla nobis somnianda 
est Legis abrogatio: qui vigere perpetuo debet Dei voluntas. 
Itaque diligenter meminerimus, non esse hance a justitia, quae in 
Lege docetur, solutionem: sed a rigida exactione et ea, quae inde 
sequitur, maledictione. Non ergo bene vivendi regula, quam Lex 

praescribit, abrogata est: sed qualitas illa, quae libertati per 
Christum partae opponitur, nempe dum summam perfectionem 
requirit, et quia non praestamus, constringit nos sub aeternae 
mortis reatu.” 

Vy. 5, 6. Confirmation of tva xaprrodopnowpev Té Oe. This 
KapTopopety T@® Oed is now to take place, for (yap) under the 
law only a caprrogopeiy T@ Oavatw took place, ver. 5 ; but now, 
when we are delivered from the law, a dovAevew év Kawornte 

mvevpatos, ver. 6, which by its very nature is a caprodopeiv TO 
Geo. Thus is justified our initial assertion, that as vv. 1-4 of 
this chapter are the development of the second half of vi. 14, 
ovK é€aTé UTrO vopov, AA’ bro yapwv, so vv. 5, 6 are a more pre- 

cise presentation of the first half, duaptia twav od Kxupsedoet, or, 
if one chooses, of the entire sentence, auaptia vu. ov Kup., OTL ovK 
€oré J. vop., GAN’ v. yapw. Instead of OTe yap tev ev TH capKi] 
according to the connection of thought, we should rather have 
expected 6Te yap perv vo Tov vopov, to which, then, vuvi dé 
KaTnpynOnpev aro Tod voyou, ver. 6, stands in opposition. On 
this ground Theodoret early explained év 7H capxi by év TH KaTa 
vojov ToduTeia, and supported the explanation by the words: 
cdapka yap Tas TH capKl Sedopévas vowobecias @vopace. Certainly 
eivau év TH capKi cannot be identified offhand with etvas ize Tov 
vopov. But the reference of the expression to the essence of the 
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law is imperatively demanded by the connection, unless the struc- 
ture of the language is to be described as altogether out of harmony 
and irrelevant. oap£, then, is the old essence of human nature in ° 

opposition to the new essence of the wvedwa. But this manifests 
itself not merely in the dominion of sinful lusts and propensities, 
but quite as much in reliance upon descent, circumcision, external 
prerogatives, and works of law. Comp. on xata cadpkxa, iv. 1. 
The Jewish Christians, therefore, were €v 7 capki, just as they 

relied upon those carnal things; and etvas év TH capxi accordingly 
means not to be under the law, but to be in a legal position, of 

a legal nature. 
—Ta Ta0npata Tov auaptiav] the passions of sins, i.e. the 

passions leading to sins, that have sins for their result. Comp. 
on ¢is Sucaiwow Cons, v. 18. ta raOypata, elsewhere in a 
physical sense sufferings—only again, Gal. v. 24, in an ethical 
sense—occurring also in profane authors, passions, in the latter 
passage co-ordinated with ériOuyiaws. But taOjpata tov auap- 
Ti@v cannot be inverted “ passions brought about by sins,” because 
while 7 duwaptia indeed does, at dwaptias does not denote the 
sinful principle active in the heart. Parallel is Jas. i. 15: 
H émLOuplia ovArNaBodca TixTEr duapTiar. 

—ra did Tod vopov] either directly a more exact definition of 
Ta Twa@ypata, as perhaps 1 Thess. i 8: 7 wiotis tuav 4 Tpds 
Tov Oeov, or dvta (not merely dawopeva or yvwpifoueva, as, 
besides being ungrammatical, Chrysostom wishes) is to be under- 
stood. For the law not merely works ériyvwow dpaptias, but 
is also Svvapis awaptias, 1 Cor. xv. 56. “Hoc est legis opus,” 
says Calvin, “ corda nostra magis accendere, ut in tales cupiditates 
ebulliant.” How this is done is explained at length, ver. 7 ff. 
The za@jyata brought about through the law (8d) are those 
excited and set in motion through the law. “ Lex enim,” Calov 
strikingly remarks, “ob peccatum accusans et damnans, nos ad 
iram fremitumque contra se et Deum excitat, et interna malitia 
sentiens legem urgentem et damnantem, tanquam ignis in calce 
viva perfusus aqua, tanto magis exaestuat, quum virtutem obse- 
quendi haud videat.” 

—éevnpyeito] were active, middle, not passive, which occurs 
nowhere in the N. T. Of persons Paul invariably uses the active 
évepyetv, 1 Cor. xii. 6; Gal. ii. 8, iii. 5; Eph. i- 11, 20, ii. 2; 
Phil. ii, 13; of things, the middle évepyetoOas, 2 Cor. i. 6, iv. 12; 
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Gal. v. 6; Eph. iii. 20; Col. i: 29; 1 Thess. ii, 13; 2 Thess, 
ii. 7, comp. Jas. v. 16; on the other hand, Matt. xiv. 2; Mark 

vi. 14. In profane authors the middle does not occur. From 
1 Cor. xii, 11, therefore, according to this invariable Pauline 

idiom, an argument may be deduced for the personality of the 
Holy Spirit. 

—éev tots pédeow jyov] The péry as parts of the cdpua 
(comp. on vi. 12) are here mentioned in the same sense as in 
vi. 13, 19. Hence Melanchthon justly observes: “ Quod autem 
dicit affectus peccatorum per legem excitatos, efficaces fuisse in 
membris nostris intelligit de dubitatione, indignatione adversus 
Deum, desperatione,” save that sensual lusts are just as little to 
be excluded. 

—els TO Kaptopopijcat T® Oavat@] The fruits are no other 
than the sinful deeds that bring death, vi. 21, 23, and Jas.1.15: 

» 5€ duaptia atrotencaOeioa atoxver Odvatov. eis TO, in keeping 
with wote, ver. 6, is to be taken éxBatixds, not TedtKds. Re- 

specting @davatos, comp. on vi. 16, 21, 23. Again, what is here 
said in particular of Jewish Christians may also be applied, 
although only in a subordinate and analogous manner, to Gentile 
Christians, and, moreover, to all Gentile Christians, not simply to 

those among them who formerly belonged to the proselytis portae. 
Even the law of conscience possessed, according to i. 14, by the 
Gentiles, as the deputy of the Mosaic Nomos, stirred up the lusts of 
the flesh. It was, so to speak, an emanation of the divine, revealed 

law, by means of which that law exerted its influence even over 
the natural life of man. Hence the law of conscience may be 
here viewed as included under the Nomos, and condensed in it 

as in its culminating point. Besides, what is said in this section 
could only bear application to the Gentile Christians, in so far as, 
had they not become Christ’s, they must have come under the 
Nomos, since no third form of revelation exists or can exist. But 

by the ancients (comp. Calov here) this verse is rightly under- 
stood to intimate that believers, even in the time of the old 

covenant, were justified and regenerated simply through faith in 
the promise, and were thus delivered from the law which excites 
fleshly lusts. 

—vvvi] used as adverbiwm temporis in contrast to dre, ver. 5. 
Just so vuvi, vi. 22, in opposition to dre, ver. 20. 

—kKatnpynOnpev amd tod vouov] Theophylact: amervOnper, 
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prevOepoOnuev. Comp. Katypyntar amd Tod vo“ov Tod avdpos, 
ver. 2. 

—<armobavovres] This reading, the best attested by manuscripts, 
is the one approved by all modern editors and interpreters. The 
lectio recepta amro@avovtos is really a mere conjecture, that has 
crept into the text through a misunderstanding on the part of 
Beza of Chrysostom’s interpretation, comp. Reiche, Com. Crit. I. 
p. 50 ff. The connection of catetyoue8a is no doubt thereby 
made easy, but the representation of the vopos as damofavev 
would be inconsistent with the idea of ver. 4. The reading 
tov Oavadrov, occidental only, is likewise to be regarded as a 
correction to remove difficulties. The vduos was described as 

vouos Tov Gavdrov in allusion to ver. 5, where @dvatos was men- 
tioned as its consequence, because azrofavovtes was understood, 
not of spiritual death in relation to the law, but wrongly of death 
brought about by the law.. vuvi KarnpynjOnuev ard Tod vowou 
amo0avortes, so that atrofavevtes gives the mode of catnpynOnper, 
is in meaning identical with tdpets eOavatweOnte TO voy, ver. 4, 

on which account the connection of év @ with tod vouov appears 
easier than that with an éxeiv@ or TovT@ (neut.) to be understood 
after amoOavovtes, Winer, p. 198, note. With dmodavovtes, 
comp. Gal. ii. 19: éy@ yap Sia vouov voww aéBavor ; Col. ii. 20: 
et amreOavete oly XpioT@ ato THY oToLYEiwY TOD KOoMOV. 

—xaTevyopue0a] as a captive in prison, Gal. iii. 23: td vomov 
eppoupovucba cvyKekderopevot, iv. 3, also Rom, xi. 32. 

—date] so that, consequence of release from the law. 
—Sdovrcvew Huds] as is self-evident 76 Oc@, vi 22. Just as 

self-evident is it that the Sovrevew év madavoTnTL ypadppatos is a 
Sovrevery TH Gwaptia (vi. 17, 20), for which reason neither 76 Jew 
nor 77 awaptia need be expressly added. 

—€v KaLVvOTHTL TYEpaTOS Kab Ov TaXaLOTHTL ypau“patos] Comp. 
li. 29; 2 Cor. ili. 6. From the last passage it follows that 
mvedpa here is the mvedua Ocod Himself, not merely the human 
spirit renewed by God’s Spirit, which wvedua may perhaps mean 
elsewhere. ‘ypaupa is the law, in so far and as long as it is not 
written by God’s Spirit on man’s heart, as it presents itself to 
him merely as an external, dead, and fatal letter. xaworns 
might, then, be referred to mvedwa, so that KaworTns mvevpatos 
would be a more energetic expression for cawov tvedua, vi. 4: 
Kaworns Sams. But the veda can only be called xawov, in so 
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far as it attests a new condition of life; and elsewhere only 
avOpwrros or KTlows, not mvedua, is accompanied by this predicate. 
Hence it is preferable to understand xaworys of this new condi- 
tion of man which the wvedua conditions and effects; and in the 

same way madawoTns is to be understood of the former condition 
of life moulded under the influence of the ypayya, of the inward 

and outward constitution of the wadaws avO@pw7os. Luther 
therefore rightly: “thus that we may serve in the new nature of 
the spirit, and not in the old nature of the letter.” That this old 
nature is sinful and the new nature holy, results naturally as 
well from the character of the principle which is its source, as 
from the entire tenor of the exposition. é denotes the sphere, 
the element in which the dovAcvew takes place, and is of course 
to be referred to maXaornte. 

In the exposition of the doctrine of God’s justifying and 
sanctifying grace in Christ, which has engaged the apostle up to 
this point, he had continually made reference, although mostly 
but in brief sentences, to the Mosaic Nomos, and repeatedly 
asserts its inability to confer righteousness, holiness, and life. 

Nay, on the contrary, he describes the law as a principle that 
mediates sin, divine wrath, and death. His doctrine of grace 
stood in complete contrast with the doctrine of law. Thus we 
read, iii. 20, that the voyuos justifies not, because it brings émriyva- 
ow dpaprtias ; that, accordingly, righteousness availing before God 
is revealed ywpis vopov, ver. 21; just so, iv. 15, that the vduos 
works wrath, because it has rapadSacuv for its consequence ; v. 20, 

that it is given to aggravate the wapadrtapa ; vi. 14, that with its 
dominion, the dominion of sin is broken. With a similar apparently 
disparaging remark concerning the law he had concluded the 
section, just expounded, of this seventh chapter. What the apostle 
said there, vv. 5, 6, leads him to the subjoined apology for the law, 
now indeed become necessary, in which he vindicates the Nomos 

from the guilt of its evil consequences, and charges them abso- 
lutely to the account of the sinfulness of human nature. This is the 
drift of the exposition that now follows, vv. 7-25. The apostle 
uses the first person, and therefore utters his own experience. Still, 

at the same time (the rhetorical oyfua may be called xotvwous, 
Koworroia, (Olwous, OY meTacynuaTLcpuos), the universal experience 
of mankind is delineated. If merely his individual spiritual 
states were meant to be described, without our being justified in 
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giving them a universal reference, such a description would be 
deprived of all evidential force, since it must then remain utterly 
uncertain whether the law invariably produced such effects as he 
had once and by the way experienced. But, on the other hand, 
that Paul here, excluding his own experience, pictures only the 
general experience of mankind, or that of the Jewish people under 
the law, is, to pass by all other inconveniences, out of the question, 

because the apostle, as his life, his writings, and the case itself 

testify, had actually gone through the conditions here delineated, 
and pictures them with such a vivid touch as nothing but 
remembrance of past or consciousness of present occurrences can 
impart. “Imprimis in rebus spiritualibus,” says Melanchthon, 
“prodest Sanctorum experientiam nosse, ut ex eorum exemplis 
agnoscamus vim verbi et opera Dei.” “Se ergo in exemplum 
sistere voluit apostolus,” observes Calvin, “ partim évepyeias ergo, 
siquidem illustrior fiat exemplis oratio, partim mufavonoyias gratia. 
Nihil enim loqui se ostendit, nisi quod sensu atque experientia 
suapte compertum habeat. Tune enim utilissime docetur, cum 
in se quisque descendens doctrinae vivum experimentum ex se 
ipso capere potest.” Rightly, Theodor. Mopsu. on ver. 8: 70 év 
€uol OTe Néyel, TO KOLVOV A€yes TOV avOpwrrav, and Theophy]l. on 
ver. 9: €v TO oixelw S& TpocaTm Tiv avOpwrivny prow Réyet. 
But if we ask, of what period in his life the apostle treats in this 
section, it is unquestionable and really conceded by all expositors 
that vv. 7-13 can only refer to the legal condition of the un- 
regenerate. We consider then, first, the content of these verses, 
and defer till afterwards the consideration of the question, what 
stage of the inner life is described in vv. 14-25. 

Ver. 7. Ti odv épodpev ;] comp. iii. 5, vi. 1, also iv. 1. 
—0o vouos apaptia;] Is the law sin? Most interpreters 

suppose a metonymia effectus pro causa =is the law the cause of 

sin? comparing it with Gal. ii. 17: duaptias Siaxovos, and 
appealing to Mic. i. 5: finnw NiDD apy ywann, “Who is the 

1To the view of Grotius (‘‘ Apostolus autem hic sub prima persona describit 
Hebraeum genus quale fuit ix} +o road primum ante legem, deinde post legem”), 
which Calov calls a “‘glossa Pelagiana, Sociniana et Arminiana,” in modern days 
only, Reiche (who even finds, ver. 15 ff., in the double tya ‘‘ the empirical, sinful Jew, 
as he appears in experience and history, and as such does evil, distinguished from 
the ideal Jew free from sin, as he might and should have been, who as such dis- 
approves that evil”) and Fritzsche have adhered. See its thorough refutation in 
Tholuck, Com., 1842, p. 349 ff. 
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author of Jacob’s transgression? Is it not Samaria?” But, 

apart from the consideration that there the expression is poetical, 
and that in this sense we should at least in the present passage 
have expected o vduos duaptia jou yivetat; Paul also could not 

offhand and in every respect deny that the law is the cause of 
sin, seeing that, according to his own representation, although 
not its efficient, it is yet its proximate cause. On this account 
several modern interpreters, following Tittmann, de syn. in N. T. 
lib. I. p. 46 (manifestum est, in verbis: 6 voyos apaptia ; 
dpaptiav non esse incitamentum ad peccatum, sed quod per se 
pravum et vitiosum est), have rightly taken awapria in the sense 
of apapt@ros, Kaxds (abstr. pro concr.). Is the law sin? “@e. 
something whose nature is in itself sinful, immoral? The 
supposition is natural, that, from the homogeneity of cause and 
effect, what occasions sin is itself sinful. The abstract awapria 
is chosen, then, instead of awaptwros (2 Cor. v. 21, also 1 John 

iv. 10) on account of the subjoined duapriavy. The contrast, 
ver. 20, 0 vouos aytos = oy adwapTwdos, also favours this inter- 
pretation. But, of course, it only seems ‘possible to suppose 
that the law itself is sin in so far as it could be held answerable 
for the sin that it occasions, when of set purpose and malice afore- 
thought it brings to ruin man in himself without sin; for the 
supposition that the law is sin, on the ground of its commanding 
wrong instead of right, or rewarding instead of punishing sin, 
would be too diametrically opposed to the universally admitted 
idea of law. Hence Calvin’s intermediate view: “Quum autem 

rogat, an peccatum sit: intelligit, an peccatum sic generet, wt dle 
imputari ejus culpa debeat,’ and Bengel’s: “num lex est peccatum 
sive causa peccati peccaminosa,’ may perhaps be nearest the truth. 
The law would be itself sin if it were the direct cause of sin. 
This dangerous misunderstanding the apostle now rebuts, as 
usual, by a 

fn yévorro] comp. on iil. 4. 
—adrd] not = but indeed, but = imo, on the contrary, or = but. 

It introduces the opposite of what was denied in pi) yévouro. 
That which is designed to lay bare and make known sin cannot 
itself be the malicious and guilty cause of sin. dpaptia mev ovK 
gor, pyol, yvopiotiKds S€ apaptias, Theophyl. 

—Thv apaptiav ovk éyvov] I knew not sin. dapaptia here is, 
of course, as the subjoined explanatory tyv te yap émiOupiay ovK 
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yoew proves (vv. 8, 9, 11,13, 14), sin as an inward principle, not 

sin as an act, for the sinful act was known indeed before the law. 

But “I knew not sin” is not to be directly explained: I knew 
not that sin is sin; for the apostle says not od« mdew TH 
dpaptiav civar awaptiav, but man knows not sin at all, just 
because he knows not that sin is sin, z¢., before the revelation 

through the law, the character and essence of sin is unknown to 
him, because he takes the sinful propensity, dwelling in him, for 
a lawful, divinely-implanted inclination. In the apodosis, as 
often (John viii. 39, ix. 33, xix. 11; Acts xxvi. 32), the ay (ov« 
éyvev instead of ov« dy éyvwv) is omitted for emphasis. I knew 
not sin = certainly I should not have become acquainted with it, 
answering to the Latin cognoram. Comp. Kiihner, Ausf. Gram. 
Th. Il. p. 556. But the emphasis implied in this form of ex- 
pression is not always regarded in later Greek, in which the 
omission of dv becomes increasingly frequent, Winer, p. 382. 

—ei pi) Sia vopov] sc. éyvwv avtjv. The Nomos is here the 
Mosaic law, as is proved, if further proof were needed, by the 
express citation from the decalogue. The purpose of this entire 
section is, no doubt, to vindicate the Mosaic law, but therewith, of 

course, the law of conscience is vindicated in all its analogous 
effects. 

—Thy te yap émiOuplav ovK Hoe] for I should have known 
nothing of lust. te yap, for indeed, is stronger than the simple 
yap. Hermann remarks on a similar te ydp in Sophocles, 
Trachin. v. 1015: “ve illud non copulat, sed lenius affirmat 
quam rot, unde natum est, ut Germanice per ja vel wohl exprimi 
possit.” éuuuia here, of course, denotes not the divinely- 
implanted, natural instinct, the rational épeés in itself, but its 
perversion in God-opposing, evil desire. Of the existence of the 
latter, man knows nothing until the precept of the law, for- 

- bidding it, is brought home to him in its inward personal 
obligation. Until then he knows, indeed, that lust exists in 

him, but not that this lust is sinful. Certainly here also the 
apostle does not directly say: ov 7dewv Thy émiOupiay eivas 
Kaknv, but simply: tiv émiOupiav odx Foew; but, supposing by 
the expression é7v@uyia nothing but émuuuia xaxn to be meant, 
the sense amounts to the same. Just because man, until the 

appearance of the prohibitory precept, knows not that the lust 

existing in him is evil, he knows not the specific character and 
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real nature of é@uyia at all, he knows nothing of evil desire. 
“Consuetudo loquendi obtinuit,” says Augustine, de civ. Dei, 1. xiv. 
c. 7, “ut, si cupiditas vel concupiscentia dicatur nec addatur, 

cujus rei sit, non nist in malo possit intelligi.” The apostolic 
position is corroborated by experience. Civil law judges but the 
act, the moral law of philosophers the consent of the will. Only 
the revealed Nomos, just because it is mvevpatuxos, ver. 14, 
judges even the evil desire and inclination itself. But the 
present Pauline teaching condemns just as much the Catholic 
doctrine that the evil desire of the regenerate is not in itself sin, 
as the certainly equally warranted rationalistic opinion that the 
evil desire of the unregenerate is not in itself sin. If evil desire 
is forbidden, it is sin; and if it is sin in the unregenerate, even 

though he knows it, it is so much the more sin in the regenerate, 
because he knows it. The subject here is not the so-called 
concupiscentia formata or voluntaria, i.e. conewpiscentia in union 
with consensus, as Catholicism, Socinianism, and Arminianism 

with arbitrary shallowness maintained. Rather the apostle 
describes étOvpla simply and absolutely, therefore even con- 
cupiscentia involuntaria or informis, as apwaptia. émiOuvpia may 
then be identified with the preceding duapria; but it is perhaps 
more precisely (ver. 8: 1 awaptia...KaTetpydoato... 
é7lOupiav) viewed as the most immediate effect and primary 
manifestation of dpuaptia, which is conceived simply as the 
radical, underlying principle. “‘Apaptia, peccatum,” says 
Bengel, “est quasi materia peccans, ex qua omnis morbus et 
paroxismus concupiscentiae.” And: “ Penitior et reconditior est 
4 aaptia, peccatum: 9 érOupia, concupiscentia, magis in sensum 
incurrit, eademque peccatwm prodit, ut fumus ignem.”* In the 

existence of éOupia I learn the existence of awaptia; wherefore 
I knew not sin, for I knew not coneupiscence, without the law. 
But the yvaous dpaptias, here spoken of, is not absolutely 
identical with éwiyvwous apaptias, iii. 20. It is rather simply the 
first step towards the latter. For the full knowledge of sin it does 
not suffice to know that lust is evil, but we must also apprehend 
that it is not to be overcome by natural, human strength. This 
latter knowledge, ver. 13, is the final result of an inward process, 

joining on to the former knowledge, as is described in vv. 8-12. 
—ei pz) 0 vowos édeyev] namely, in Ex. xx. 17. 

1 Inversely, Jas, i, 15 takes dmepeéa as the sinful act, whose cause is truuia. 
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—ov« émiOvunoes] The future, chosen in conformity with the 
O. T. legal idiom, views the command as already obeyed in the 
future, and is therefore more commanding in tone than the impera- 
tive, Wirer, p. 396. Paul does not here adduce the objects of lust, 
specially mentioned in the striking passage in Exodus, because 
his point was desire in general, evil lust universally. Indeed, 
the meaning of that special indication was not to represent desire 
after objects not specially mentioned as lawful. But we see how 
the apostle regards ov« ériOupjoes as the innermost kernel and 
centre of the entire law, just as the Lord does the positive 
ayatnoes corresponding to it, Matt. xxii. 37, comp. Rom. 
xii 10. And, in reality, the act only takes place through the 
good or evil desire after the really good or evil act. But under 
é7vOupia here is included, not merely sensual desire, but quite as 
much, nay, pre-eminently, éy@pa eis Oeov and gidavria. 

Ver. 8. But the propensity to sin is so little suppressed by the 
prohibition of lust, that, on the contrary, defiant and invincible 
by the law, it. takes occasion from this very law for the first time 
to break forth into evil desire and lust of every kind—an un- | 
answerably certain, psychological fact, which man can more easily 
reason and argue against than get rid of. ddopyny dé AaBodca 4 
apaptia dia ths evtodAs] Elsewhere it is only said: adoppny 
AapBavew éx, Tapa, ad, not: dia Twds. On this account several 
modern expositors suppese ag. dé AaB. 7 au. to be used absolutely, 
and join dua THs évtoAHs with the following cateipydcato. But 
then the more suitable order would have been: xateipydcato év 
€uol Tacav émiOupiay dia THs évToAAs; Whereas, upon dia THs 
évtorns placed first, an unwarranted emphasis would be placed. 
The same relation obtains in ver. 11; whereas dua tod ayabod, 
ver. 15, placed first, really has a special accent. On this account 

the connection of dua tis évToAHs with adopynv AaBodca, more 
probable even according to the previous context, seems to deserve 
the preference, if it can only be justified grammatically. The choice 
of the preposition 64 may possibly be explained thus: that in 
this way reproach was meant to be still farther removed from the 
law and thrown upon sin. The Nomos did not so much give 
occasion to sin, as sin took occasion by means of its appearance, 
on the ground of its innocent intervention (6d), to express itself, 
to manifest its own nature. Hence we prefer to interpret adop- 
pv rapBavew by: to take occasion, not by: to receive, obtain 

PHILIPPI, Rom. I. ME 
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occasion. Obtaining occasion would allude more directly to the 
giving of occasion on the part of the Nomos. Vulg., Erasm. 
translate: “accepta occasione;” more correctly Beza: “swmta 
occasione,’ adding the remark: “ occasionem autem cupiditates in 
nobis excitandi non pracbet lex, sed eam arripit cupiditas nostra, 
legis interdicto irritata.” The évtory, the command, or rather, 

here, the prohibition (namely, ov« émiOvpnoes), is related to the 
vouos, as pars to totum; comp. Eph. ii. 15: 0 vopos Tay évToA@r. 
“ Praeceptum,’ remarks Bengel, “pars est legis, addita expressiore 
connotatione virtutis coactivae, quae coercet, injungit, urget, pro- 
hibet, minatur.” 

—xaTeipyacato év éuol Tacav ériOupuiar] brought about in me 
all manner of desire. Katepydfec@an, to work powerfully, stronger 
than épyafeo@au, as in iv. 15, v. 3; comp. onii. 9. But the bring- 
ing about of desire consists in the enhancement of desire already 
existing and at work through the Nomos. mdaca émiupia, all 
manner of desire, desire of every sort, 1. 18, 29; Eph. iv. 31. 
The general ov« émOuprjceus touches each separate concrete 
évvOupia, and incites it to burst forth in greater strength. déray 
Tivos éTiOupdpev, eita KwAvopela, aipetar padAdov THs €mi- 
Oupias 4 PAF, Chrysostom. With the sentiment of this verse 
comp. Prov. ix. 17, xx. 17, as well as the Ovidian: “ Nitimur in 

vetitum semper, cupimusque negata;” and the Horatian: “Audax 
omnia perpeti Gens humana ruit in vetitum nefas.” The heathen 
world knew well that prohibition fans desire into passionate eager- 
ness for the unlawful act, and that the accomplshment of this 
act is punishable; but Scripture describes even this kindling of 
desire itself as sinful. “ Desperati morbi remediis exasperantur, 
Sic legi membrorum eo ipso dulcia fiunt pleraque, quia lege Dei 
sunt prohibita. Tanta enim est naturae nostrae depravatio, ut 
quo exquisitius in lege prohibetur peccatum, eo magis in con-) 
trarium nitatur. Tendit enim ad libertatem suam, quae vinculo | 
legis quasi adstricta videtur, adeoque illud vinculum rumpere 
nititur,’” Calov. 

—-ywpls yap vouou apaptia vexpa] sc. éoriv, not Hv, which the 
apostle must have expressly added. The proposition is general. 
As long as the law, with its prohibition of concupiscence, does 
not come within man’s consciousness, sin is dead, ze. it slumbers, 

so to speak; not raging with desire, as when it is stirred up by 
the law. It flows along smoothly till it is met by an impeding 
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barrier, over which it leaps with tumultuous violence; comp. 
1 Cor, xv. 56: 4 Svvapus THs apaptias 6 vopos. Here, too, vopos 
denotes, not the moral law in general, but the Mosaic Nomos, for 

no other contains the prohibition of é@vuia pure and simple. 
The explanation of this verse by the knowledge of sin (“Detexit in 
me omnem concupiscentiam: quae dum lateret, quodammodo 
nulla esse videbatur,’ Calvin) is manifestly forced and untenable. 

Vy. 9,10. eyo d& wv ywpls vopov moté] The question is, 
what period in his life the apostle characterizes in these words. 
Melanchthon here distinguishes a threefold status of man: the 
status secwritatis, the status sub lege, and the status regenerationis. 
In the words: ywpls yap vowouv awaptia vexpa. “Eya oé ev 
xwpis vououv roré, Paul describes the first, thence to ver. 13 the 
second, from ver. 14 onward the third stage of the inner life. 
In the state of security man lives a life of unrestrained lust 
without regard to the divine law, or fancies himself, with a hypo- 
critical show of righteousness, to be righteous before God by 
outward works of the law. In this latter condition Paul found 
himself during his Pharisaic period. He then lived without law, 
because the law did not yet alarm him, did not accuse him. 
-“ Lex enim tune vere lex est, cum judicat et terret, non cum est in 

parietibus scripta. Ita Paulus hic dicit, se sine lege vixisse, hoc 
est: se fuisse securum, cum arbitraretur, se legi satisfacere, quia 

habebat hypocrisin externorum operum.” So most of the old 
Lutheran and Reformed interpreters, Calov, Carpzov, Bengel, 
Calvin, etc. In that case, the condition described in the words 

eXMovons Se THs évToAs, etc., must begin with the moment when 

the Lord appeared to the apostle, and, by revealing the true 
nature of the law, effected in him, although not as yet the new 
birth, the repentance that precedes it, as eg. Luther says in his 
first disputation against the Antinomians, Zhes. 34: “Paul is 
first of all smitten to the earth by the law, when he hears the 

voice that said to him, ‘Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me ?’ 

Then he was made alive by the gospel, when the Lord said to 
him, ‘ Rise, ete., Acts ix.” But we believe that this view, at least 
with regard to its sharp, unrestricted definition of Paul’s Pharisaic 
life as a lawless status securitatis, is involved in no insignificant 
difficulties, both exegetical and psychological. In the first place, 
it is not probable that Paul would have described his life in 
Pharisaism, without qualification, as a Sfv ywpls vopou, seeing 
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that he characterizes precisely the same condition as a duéxeu 

vouov Sixavocvyns, Rom. ix. 31; as an evar bro voor, 1 Cor. 
ix. 20, Gal. iv. 5, 21; as an bd voor ppovpodcbar ovyKekdevo- 
uévous, Gal. iii. 23; comp. also Phil. iii. 6. Again, vv. 7-13 of 
this chapter plainly contain a more minute development of ver. 5, 

in which latter passage certainly the subject is not merely the 
legal condition after, but before the appearance and revelation of 
Christ. As concerns, further, the course of Paul’s religious de- 
velopment, he assuredly did not belong to that class of the 
Pharisees who, without having received any impression of the 
inward holy and inviolable nature of the divine law in the soul, 
sought to make a show before God and man with a superficial 
appearance of righteousness. On the contrary, we are obliged to 
suppose that, even before his turning to the Lord, he acknow- 
ledged the unconditional obligation of the command requiring 
pure love to God, and of the command forbidding evil desire, and 
strove most earnestly to obey them. But he went upon the 
mistaken belief that he was able in his own strength to fulfil 
God’s law, to extirpate and overcome forbidden inclination, 
and by perfect obedience secure for himself God’s approval. 
Therefore he must learn by experience how desire is only 
stimulated and inflamed by prohibition; and thus, instead of 
approbation, wrath, instead of life, death fell to his lot. The 
outward history of his nation was again reflected in his inner life. 

Israel, placed under the law, by its continuous rebellion against 
the law became a nation of transgressors, which in consequence 
experienced the continuous judgments of the Lord. But such 
experiences did not make the Pharisee Paul waver in his belief. 
Encouraged by what he believed he had already attained by his 
moral strivings, he still hoped at last to accomplish his end— 
to satisfy and get the better of the divine judgment, and reach 
perfection of life. When the law of God encounters man’s 
unregenerate nature, it no doubt exerts on him its imperative and 
terrifying influence, makes him a tapaBadrns vopov, proves to 
him the dvvapyis dpaptias, and brings to him épyijv, carapay, and 
Oavatov ; but yet it is unable to humble his pride, disabuse him 
of the notion that at last he will hold the field as victor, and 

conduct him to the true and full émiyvwows dwaptias. This 
humbling influence the law only then exercises when the Spirit 
of God within makes clear to man the relation of the carnal 
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character of his nature to the spiritual essence of the Nomos, 
imparts to him along with the knowledge of the guilt of the evil 
lust and inclination dwelling in him an insight into its unconquer- 
able nature, and thus gives him the contrite spirit and broken 
heart in which desire towards sin dies, instead of reviving. Only 
then does he learn to renounce confidence in fulfilment of the 
law as an illusive means of justification before God, and to acknow- 
ledge Christ as the end of the law and its condemnation. Thus has 
the vouwos become-to him a taidaywyos efs Xprorov, and he himself 
begins to lay hold upon grace, instead of, as before, persecuting 
it. Thus we have no doubt, with Melanchthon, to distinguish a 

threefold status in the life of Paul, a status securitatis, legalis, and 

regenerationis, only that we place his Pharisaic period, not in the 
first, but in the second status. éyo 6€ wv ywpls vowouv moré 
falls therefore before this Pharisaic period, or even if partially 
within this, still only up to the moment when the depth of the 
law’s demand unfolded itself in his soul by perception of the 
obligation of ov« émiOupyoces, and he now saw that the law 
requires not only outward act, but inward inclination. That 
the apostle also, even when a persecutor of the church of Christ, 
still felt the sting of the law’s condemnation in his heart, which 
he endeavoured by legal strivings, all the more earnest, to blunt, 
appears to be intimated in the Lord’s word: oxdnpov cot mpos 
Kévtpa Naxtivew, Acts xxvi. 14. In Gv xwpis vopou, therefore, 
the subject is not merely the first stage of childhood, or so-called 
childlike innocence, although this is not to be conceived as 
specially rejected." The phrases: duaprtia vexpa éyw é efor .. 
) apaptia avétnoev, eyo Sé améPavor, plainly form designed anti- 
theses. It is natural, therefore, to give to {wv a pregnant signi- 
fication. “Nam mors peccati,’ says Calvin, “ vita est hominis: 
rursum vita peccati mors hominis.” @wv would then= fwnv 

eiyov, but may not on this account, with Augustine, be imme- 

1 Although we still believe ourselves compelled to abide firmly by the exposition 
given above, yet agreement with the view of the older teachers of our church now seems 
to us to allow that Paul’s status legalis during his Pharisaic stage was still to be called 
relatively a status securitatis. For, in spite of the perpetual condemnation and terror 
of the divine law, he perpetually lulled himself in security, since he supposed him- 
self able to prevail over this condemnation by performing works well-pleasing to 
God, and thus sought and found in his works an apparent life that stifled and hin- 
dered the full and abiding experience of his spiritual death. Only when the Lord, 
appearing to him, completely subdued him and smote him with three days’ blind- 
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diately interpreted by vivere mihi videbar, although doubtless that 
life, comparatively undisturbed, unruffled by experience of the 
law’s curse, was in itself merely an apparent life, not the true 
fw. That the assertion of Moris: €{yv, attiukds’ Efav, EAANUiKOS, 
is unfounded, é{wv being the better form, as is proved by the con- 
sonous form éfwy used invariably in the 3d plur., see Buttmann, 

Ausf. Gr. Spr. Il. § 114, p. 144, under €@@. On the contrary, 
the compound sound 7, prevailing in contraction, in accordance 
with which the 2d and 3d sing. &&s, & were formed, early 

led usage astray into the formation in ps, so that it was also said 
éfnv, and in the imper. 0. 

—énOovens dé THs évtors] “Data Israelitis lege,” interprets 

Grotius, referring the preceding éy dé eCwv yapis vouov moté 
to the life of the Israelites in Egypt. But if this view were at 
all allowable, Paul must at least have written €A@ovtos dé Tod 

vopov. The évtody is the prohibition ov« émiupjoes, and its 
coming is to be referred to its entry into man’s consciousness. 
— apaptia avéfnoev| “ revixit,’ remarks Bengel, “ sicut vixerat 

cum per Adamum intrasset in mundum.” Demonstrably avafhv 
signifies everywhere reviviscere, to come to life again (Luke xv. 24, 
32; Rom. xiv. 9; Rev. xx. 5, the last two passages according to 
the lect. recep.). For the meaning vivere incipere, to come to life, 
no example has been adduced. The appeal to the meaning 
etymologically possible (avd, again, like avamnddw, dvddropat, 
avaBoaw) avails nothing against invariable usage. Even the 
analogy of avaBXé7@, John ix. 11 (comp. Liicke here), is illusory. 

First of all, dvaPdérrevy actually has both significations, both to 
look up (Matt. xiv. 19; Mark vii. 34; Luke xix. 5) and to 
see again, to recover his sight (Acts ix. 12, 17, 18). Again, 
the latter signification is found wherever the blind seeing is 
spoken of, even in John ix. 11,15, 18. For although there 
the blind man is expressly described as born blind, ver. 1, still 

ness, did he become so perfectly conscious of the law’s sentence of death which could 
awaken but could not remedy evil lust, that he was no longer inclined to seek life 
in himself, but in Him that died and rose again for him. Strikingly Besser: ‘‘ Ac- 
cordingly we shall say that ‘being alive without law, the commandment coming, 
and sin living again,’ extends through the whole period that Paul was in the flesh, 
ver. 5; but that ‘dying’ through the law, although it announced itself long before, 
again and again, only came to completion in the three days of his physical blindness, 

when he felt the law most deeply as he never did before, and ‘in the hot-bath of 

conscience’ beheld its real purity.” 
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seeing is considered as man’s normal condition, which is restored 
to him although he had lost it from birth. But avajv, in the 

sense reviviscere, agrees perfectly, not only with the only certi- 
fied idiomatic usage, but also with the dogmatic teaching of the 
apostle. Paul then views (which harmonizes very well with his 
exposition given v. 12 ff, and with his entire conception else- 
where of the relation of the world’s sin to Adam’s sin and to the 
law, and furnishes a new evidence of our view of his doctrine of 

sin) one and the same sin as faa, in so far as it is tapaBaows 
vouov, but otherwise as vexpa. It was alive in Adam’s dis- 
obedience, is dead in mankind living without law, and comes to 

life again in renewed transgressions of the law. We have no 
need, therefore, of the conjecture of Hemsterhuis, in itself in- 

genious, avéfecer, efferbuit, which besides is precluded by manu- 
script authority and by the antithetical phraseology (vexpa, efwv, 
avétnoev, atréOavov). The Attic dialect usually forms the aorist 
and perfect of jv from the form Siow, Buttmann, p. 90 and p. 144. 

—éyow dé amré8avov] forms the antithesis as regards form to 
avétnoev, as regards substance to wv.  adaméOavov = I fell 
victim to death. As to the notion of @dvatos, comp. on vi. 16. 
As original sin and actual sin work death, so does transgression 
of the law, meriting it in an enhanced degree. Here also the 
element of spiritual and eternal misery predominates. 

—xal evpéOn pot] and it was found, proved to me, Winer, p. 
770. ov« etme yéyove Pavatos, ovdé Etexe Odvatov, arAX cbpéOn, 
TO KaWwov Kal Tapddogov THs atotias oUTwS Epunvevwv, Kal TO TAY 
eis TOV éxelvwy (men) mepiTpéTwV Kedhariy, Chrys. 
—1 évtod eis Conv] the command that was to serve unto 

life, namely, according to divine intention. The law as to its 
nature shows us the way in which we may attain salvation (Lev. 
xvill. 5; Deut. v. 33; Luke x. 28; Rom. x. 5; Gal. iii. 12). 

Its proving to us, notwithstanding, the means of ruin and death 
lies not in its nature, but in ours, and is therefore not its fault, 

but ours. Thus a medicine, curative by nature, aggravates in- 
stead of removing an incurable disease. 

—aitn eis Odvatov] sc. ovca, 1 Pet. i. 7. The question is, 
whether av77 or ain is to be read. In the abstract both adrés 
and ovros, and even éxetvos, serve for the purpose of resumption 
and emphasis, Winer, p. 199. Here avrn seems preferable on 

account of the parallel todro, vv. 15, 16,19, 20. This resump- 
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tion of % évTod) 7 eis Sony immediately preceding has a tragic 
emphasis. 

Ver. 11. The reason of the évtoA working @dvaros instead of 
fax lies, not in the évToAy itself, but in dwapria, which is there- 
fore put emphatically at the head. The sense of this verse is 
illustrated by ver. 8. Sin took occasion by the commandment 
() yap apaptia apopyny AaBodcoa dia THs évToAHs) and deceived 
me (€Enmarnoé we), making the very command that was given for 
the purpose of extinguishing my lusts an occasion for exciting in 
me every kind of lust. The deceitfulness of sin, therefore, consists 
here not so much in its presenting as a good the object of lust, 
that, as soon as it is attained, proves an evil, as in this, that it 

turned the law, in which I ought to have found a guide to right- 
eousness, in my case into a means of furthering unrighteousness. 
Rightly has it been remarked, that in the conduct of apapria, 

such as is described in this verse, there is probably an allusion 
from the nature of the case to the serpent in Paradise. Comp. 
even with the form of sentence in Gen. iii. 13, LXX.: 0 édus 
nmraTnoé pe, and 2 Cor. xi. 3. Calvin arbitrarily remarks: 
“Merito dicit Paulus: Ubi peccatum a lege detegitur, nos a vita 
abduci. Ergo verbum éfa7aray non de re ipsa, sed de notitia 
exponi debet: quia scilicet ex lege palam fit, quantum a recto 
cursu discesserimus.” Similarly Flacius, who in his Clavis renders 
éEnmatncé pe, deceptum me declaravit, against which Calov here 
justly remarks: “de ipsa deceptione agitur.’ It is still the 
struggle of the more earnest Pharisaism that is here described, 
in which with all outward righteousness of law and works (comp. 
Phil. iii. 6: Kata Suxarootyny tiv ev voum yevomevos amewmTos) 
the commandment yet excites inward lust and menaces death to 
the transgressor. But as long as man in this condition regards 
evil desire as only an incidental emotion of the heart, which by 
energetic effort he can eradicate, and fancies that by pangs of 
repentance or acts of righteousness he can overcome the wrath of 
God, which manifests itself in the sense of unhappiness that 
attends evil desire, he is still at a great distance from that spiritual 
knowledge of the law, from that ériyvwots dpaptias the pro- 
duction of which is the final aim of the vowos. Only when this 
aim is accomplished does he recognise evil desire, not merely as an 
incidental product of his free will, but as an inevitable expression 
of his sin-enslaved condition, and along with this the impossibility 
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of satisfying the divine justice by épya vouov. This latter know- 
ledge was communicated to the apostle only on the appearance of 
the Lord. The Pharisaism of Paul thus always involved this 
self-contradiction, that whilst the vowos wrought in him émi@uy/a 
and @avaros, he nevertheless always hoped by its means to attain 
dixatoovvn and fw. Even during the three days of his physical 
blindness after the Lord’s appearance this struggle still continued. 
Nay, it only then reached its highest point, when Paul perceived 
clearly and felt deeply in all its greatness, weight, and irresistible 
force the fatal sentence with which sinful desire, aggravated 
by the spiritual law, menaced him. But at this point the aim 
and end of the struggle is accomplished. Now, at length, he 
desisted from the attempt by the performance of works of law to 
overcome the wrath of God, fully and frankly acknowledged 
himself exposed to that wrath in confessing his hopeless bondage 
to sin, fled for refuge to the pardoning grace of the Lord who 
appeared to him, and by this faith was buried with Him in death 
to sin, and rose with Him to a new life of righteousness. 
éEarratay stronger than drardy, comp. éxiremAnjpwxe, Acts xiii. 32. 
améxtewev| procured me death, answers to améPavoy, ver. 10. 

Ver. 12. date] Consequently, therefore, deduces the result of the 
exposition vv. 7-11. The apostle would prove that the ruinous 
effects described ver. 5, are the fault, not of the law, but of sin. 

This purpose he has now accomplished, and accordingly puts into 
words the result arrived at. The vouos is not duaprtia, but ayos. 
—o pév vouos] The particle wév leads us to expect an 

antithesis introduced by 6é, such as 9) d€ awaptia or duaptandos. 
This antithesis is omitted, because the apostle’s animation of 
spirit leads him first to anticipate an objection (7d obv dyabdv K7A.), 
the answer to which, ver. 13, substantially contains the missing 

antithesis, Winer, p. 720. 
—xail » évToAyn] namely, ovx émiOupyjoes. Whereas the 

vouwos had received only one commendatory predicate, the évto} 
receives three, because by it dwapria had taken occasion to break 
out into all ésiOupia. 

—dyia Kai Sixaia kat ayaby]| Theodoret interprets: dytav 
mpoanyopevoe, WS TO Séov SiddEacay Sixalav , ds opOas Tois 
mapaBdrais tiv Whpov ckeveyxodcav' ayabny 8é, a Cony Tois 
guratrovew evtperifovoav. Similarly, although defining the 
notion of dywov and Sicavoy more correctly, Calov: “ Sancta 
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dicitur lex ratione causae efficientis et materialis: quia a Deo 
sanctissimo est, et circa objecta praecepta sancta occupatur: justa 

est formaliter, quia justitiae divinae dzreckovicpa, nostrae regula 
est; bona est ratione finis: quia bona temporalia et aeterna pro- 
mittit. Si sancta et gusta, non ergo deceptionis causa: si bona, non 
ergo causa mortis et condemnationis.” Thus aya8os would be, not: 
morally good, but: useful, beneficial, comp. the synonymous xados 
0 vouos, 1 Tim. i. 8. But the parallelism with a@yvos cal dixazos, 
with xands, ver. 16, as well as ver. 13, favours the former signifi- 

cation. For 70 aya@ov, ver. 13, clearly represents the common, 
essential root-idea of the three predicates, dytos, Séxatos, ayabes, 
and sin appears far more sinful as a perversion and abuse of the 
morally good than as a perversion and abuse of the merely useful. 
The better interpretation, therefore, is: dyvos, holy, as revealing 

the holy nature and will of God; Sékcazos, just, just in character, 
such as it should be, ze. answering to the idea of righteousness 
and laying down its rule; aya@os, good, excellent, faultless. 

Ver. 13. The apostle himself raises the objection, which might 
be deduced from his last words: 7d ody dyaOov éwot yéyove 
@dvatos ;| “ Has, then, that which is good become death to me ?” 

aie., “ Has, then, that which is good procured me death?” In ver. 

7 the question was raised: 6 vouos dwaptia; here it is asked: o 
vouos Odvatos ; Both are repelled in the same manner, the fault 
being charged, not on the vduos, but on dyaptia. The most 
weighty Ms. authorities, also Cod. Sinait., read éyévero, which, 
received by Lachmann, may be genuine. It answers to amé@avor, 
ver. 10; avéxtewev, ver.11. By it is explained without difficulty 
the rise of the lect. recept. yéyove, as also, the difference of reading 

having once appeared, the omission of the verb altogether in some 
codices. @avatos, death = cause of death, comp. on ver. 7. 

—p1) yévo.to] It is said, indeed, ver. 10: etpéOn woe 4 evTor) 

. eis Odvarov. But the really effective cause of this was 
nothing but dwapria, not the nature of the évrod itself. 

—adra 7 apaptia|=sc. eéwot yéyove Oadvatos. The law is 
merely the occasion, sin the real cause of death. The con- 
struction: dAAa 4 apaptia Siva Tod ayabod por Katepyalomévn 
(hv) Oavatov, tva hav} apaptia, which even Luther in his 
translation follows, apart from the self-made difficulty of the 
participial construction (catepyafouévn instead of Katerpyafero), 

is also of itself less simple and natural. 
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—twa havi apaptia] Some expositors take dwapria as subject, 
and join catepyafouévn with davy. “That it might appear that 
sin wrought me death by means of what is good.” But dyapria 
would then have the article. dapria, therefore, is predicate : 

“that it might appear sin.” The subject referred to here is, first 
of all, the appearance, the actual manifestation of sin’s character, 

as also the parallel sentence iva yévntas xTA. shows. This burst- 
ing forth of sin without doubt was involved in the divine purpose, 
comp. iva mAcovden TO TapaTTapa, v.20. But the final purpose 
of this objective manifestation of sin is its subjective acknow- 
ledgment, its manifestation in the consciousness of man. By 
the very fact of its proving the dv¥vayis dywaptias does the vopos 
lead to the ériyvwous dpaprias. 

—dia Tod aya0od pot KaTtepyalouévn Odvatov] Causal sen- 
tence: “Since it wrought me death by means of what is good.” 
Sin stands forth as sin, as a rebel against God and His law, 
precisely by this, that it abuses God’s good and blessed law to 
evil ends. 

—iva yévntat Kal” brrepBornv dpapT@rogs } dpaptia Sia Tis 
évToAms| Climactic parallel sentence. The first fva is resumed in 
order to put still more definitely the sentence introduced by it, 
ii. 26; 2 Cor. ix. 3, xii. 20; Gal ii. 14, iv. 5; Eph. vi. 19, 20. 
“That sin might be sinful beyond measure by the commandment.” 
In yévntae as in dav7y the objective and subjective (might be and 
might appear, iii. 4), the real and the ideal elements are to be 
considered as combined, and, indeed, the latter as the result of the 

former. As sin became wrapaBacus vopov, it became nal’ brrep- 
Bory auapt@nros, i.e. stood forth in its most intimate essence as 

sin, and was at the same time known as such. Thereby is com- 
pleted the process, preparatory to redemption, of which the Nomos 
is the means; for with the éiyvwo.s auaptias now attained is 
necessarily associated the longing for redemption, and thus the 
vowos has become a tawdaywyds eis Xpuotdv. With xaé” inrep- 
Bornv, comp. 1 Cor. xii. 31; 2 Cor. i. 8, iv. 17; Gal. i. 13. dia 
THs evTodns, by means of the command, which it so shamefully 
abused, stands emphatically at the end of the whole exposition. 

Before proceeding to the exposition of the following verses 
14-25, it behoves us, in the first place, to understand in general 

what condition the apostle describes in these verses, whether that 
of the regenerate or unregenerate. On the history of the inter- 
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pretation, comp. especially Tholuck in his Commentar, 1856, 
p. 335 ff. On the whole, it may be said that the pietistic and 
rationalistic exegesis refers the passage to the status irregenitorum ; 
on the other hand, the Augustinian and Reformation exposition 
understands it of the status regenitorum. At the first glance, no 
doubt, the former view alone seems to be the one exclusively 
warranted. It is said to be dishonouring to the power of the Spirit 
of regeneration, and to give dangerous encouragement to carnal 
security, to maintain that the regenerate man has nothing but a 
powerless will to what is good, which is overmastered and taken 
captive by the opposite doing of what is evil; so that the entire 
gain of regeneration would be reduced merely to an impotent 
longing, after which, as before, the doing of what is opposed to 
law would maintain its ground. Nay, this is contradicted both 
by what the apostle affirms of the regenerate, ch. viii. and else- 
where (ch. vi.), as well as by the account of his own life and his 
own consciousness, Phil. iv. 13. Hence it is not to be wondered 

at that the reference of this passage to the legal struggle of the 
unregenerate has come in modern days to enjoy an acceptance 
almost without exception ; comp., however, Delitzsch, die biblisch- 

prophetische Theologie, p. 260 f., Anm.; Harless, Christian Ethics, 

§ 26a, § 27b; Besser, Bibelstunden, VII. 1, p. 483 ff.; Luthardt, 
die Lehre von freien Willen, p. 404 f.; in reality, also, Umbreit in 
the Stud. u. Krit. 1851, p. 633 ff, and Romerbr, p. 74 ff? — It 

1 Even Thomasius, Christi Person und Werk, Th. I. p. 230 ff., according to the 

whole drift of his exposition, is to be reckoned in the above class (comp. especially 
p. 232 f.), although his exposition seems to me to be at variance with itself. He 
refers at the same time to my interpretation of the passage and to Hofmann’s 
Schriftbeweis, I. p. 460 ff. But in Hofmann I find the reference of this passage to 
the unregenerate only skilfully covered ; and if Thomasius, 2 Aufl. p. 276, Anm., 

does not comprehend how I can describe his exposition as at variance with itself 
when he agrees both with me and Hofmann, it seems to me that he has not 
rightly understood Hofmann’s real meaning. Hofmann says (Schriftb. I. p. 469): 
** Before the thankful response (ver. 25) to his anxious question (ver. 24), Paul has set 
forth the state of contradiction in which he finds himself, when he considers himself 
in the abstract, apart from what he is in Christ, seeing that as ego, as the innerman, 
he is subject to the law of God, but as regards his nature, as the outer man, to the 
law of sin.” And: “ Therewith it is also certain that from ver. 14 Paul says every- 
thing of his present experience, but only as he describes himself, when delighting in 
the law of God, entirely with regard to his own moral relation to God, apart from 
the moral capacity accruing to him from community of life with Christ.” Therefore, 

even apart from what he is in Christ, considered in the abstract (i.e. therefore con- 

sidering the condition of the regenerate after abstracting the effects of the Spirit of 

regeneration), the apostle as ego, as the inner man, is subject to the law of God, i.e, 
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is therefore essential above everything to enter upon a closer 
examination of this mode of conception, as well as of the different 
modifications it has actually assumed or possibly may assume. 

In the first place, when it is supposed that delight in God’s 
law may be ascribed to the unregenerate, it does not seem easy 
to see with what justice it can then be said that this delight is 
never answered by corresponding, but always by contrary con- 
duct. This may be the case in particular moments, when the 
powerful excitement of sensuous impulse overmasters the rational 
will. It may even be found as a permanent condition in feeble or 

cuvndecbas, dovaAsvery ra vow Tod bod xara tov tow avbpwarov, belongs to the natural, un- 

regenerate personality in itself. Meyer also, ii. 4, has understood Hofmann exactly 
as I have done, while he commends him for rightly returning to the pre-Augustinian 
interpretation. Moreover, this professed picture of his present condition on the 
apostle’s part, abstracting what he is in Christ, seems to us to be nothing but an 
empty abstraction. If I am in Christ, and depict what I am out of Christ, I depict 
in concreto not what I actually am, but only what I once was out of Christ. 
Delitzsch, Biblical Psychology, indeed, calls this ‘‘a sophism” (p. 455); but even 

Schott, Rémerbr. p. 276, agrees with my judgment, and calls the abstraction on which 
Hofmann’s view rests a casus non dabilis. Comp. my Kirchl. Glaubensl. III. p. 227 ff., 
and the confirmatory observation of Meyer here. Delitzsch (p. 453, note) now, indeed, 
recalls his opinion expressed in the Bibl. proph. Theol., that in vii. 14 ff. of this 
epistle the regenerate man, as such, is the speaker, and adheres unreservedly to the 
view of Hofmann. He calls the cuvidecba: rw voum rod beov an effect of God’s law, not 
of the Spirit of regeneration,—of God’s law which the man learned to like, because 
it won his love (p. 453). He even describes this effect of the law as an effect of 
grace, when he says, p. 447: ‘‘ The apostle does not mean (by the Zow e&vépwaros) a 
higher and better self left to man after the Fall, but the self effected by grace (!), 
namely, the paedagogy of the law in the order of salvation, or, as may be said, the 
one set free (!) by grace.” Expressed dogmatico-historically, this is a retrogression 
from the Augustinian to the semi-Pelagian mode of view. For what, then, remains 
for the spirit of regeneration to do, except to swpport the higher self, set free by the 

law, in its effectual carrying out of its will against the recalcitrant czpZ? Moreover, 
this is not Pauline. For in the present chapter the apostle expressly teaches, not a 
release of the higher self, but only a release and aggravation of evil desire, of ta- 
$uuiz, by the law, and a death-bringing operation of the Nomos. Finally, it agrees not 
with the evangelical ordo salutis, which only knows of love to the law as an effect 
of the gospel bringing forgiveness, not as an effect of the law bringing a curse. Even 
in the 2d edition of the Schriftbeweis, Hofmann remains faithful to his view. But 
he calls it (I; p. 556) an unjustifiable wrong on my part to hint suspicion that he 
only skilfully concealed his real meaning, namely, the reference of vii. 14-24, to the 
unregenerate. But the question is simply this, whether ¢iaw dyaéov and ctugnus, 
suvidoues, Sovrsiw vouw beod is an effect of the Spirit of regeneration, which Hofmann 
expressly denies. That it is found, according to Hofmann, in the regenerate is 
nothing to the point, for according to him it is to be found in the regenerate not in 

so far as, but in so far as he is not regenerate. In that case, it must also be found 

even in the unregenerate, and the struggle depicted in vii. 14-24 is in itself the 

struggle of the unregenerate ego, which runs through the life of the regenerate as well. 
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passionate characters. But there are also men of strong will, 
heroes of self-denial, calm and temperate characters, who prove by 
their conduct that they are able to fashion their life by the law 
of reason, and to keep sensuous desire in unbroken subjection to 
the moral will. Even heathendom has real wonders of asceticism 
to show. If in such ascetics, or generally in the so-called xandois 
xayabois, the viris bonis, there is but the Oédew of good, the 
mpaocew follows inevitably. But just here the second difficulty 
occurs to us. Could the apostle ascribe to man’s natural will the 
pucetv of evil, the cuvydec@as and Sovrcdvew TO vow Tod Geod, and, 

indeed, a consent to that Nomos which he has expressly described 
as spiritual? Could he conceive the éy® of man, the innermost 
centre of his personality, as at one with the law of God? How 
does this agree with his descriptions, and those of Scripture else- 
where, of the deep corruption of the human heart? If he has 
only just said that the law works waécav émOupiar, according to 
the view in question, he might much rather have spoken of é7r- 
Oupia of good than of evil. If (viii. 7) he characterizes the ¢povnua 
Ths capKos as an éyOpa els Oeov, and yet in the dominion of this 
carnal mind a hatred against evil finds place, its inmost principle 
is rather to be described as love than enmity to God. If (Phil. 
ii, 13) he ascribes not only the évepyety, but also the Gédew of 
good to the power of God’s grace, and yet this willing of good 
forms the very substance of man’s moral condition as it is by 
nature, it is to be regarded simply as a gift of nature springing 
from God’s creative power, not as a gift of grace springing 
from redemption. Accordingly, to the unregenerate man who 
strives to obey the law, there can as little be ascribed merely a 
moveiv of evil as a OéAew of good. If the inmost ego of man, the 
ésw avOpwrros, the vods, was directed only to good even before re- 
generation, so that only the cap& prevented him from exhibiting it 
in outward act, we should then certainly be driven to foist on the 
apostle the anthropology of rationalism, according to which man’s 

will, good in itself, is only fettered by the power of the sensuous 
nature, and in the performance of the sinful act is overborne; 

whereas it is acknowledged, without doubt, and that by the fore- 
most modern inquirers, that the ethical conception of the capé is 
one far deeper and more comprehensive than that of the sensuous 
nature. It embraces the entire sphere of the corruption of 
human nature, its alienation from God and selfishness, not less 
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than its mere sensuous desire, on which account the apostle 
enumerates (Gal. v. 19) among the épya ris capkos, not only 
mopvela, axalapcia, acédyea, we0ar, and K@pmor, but also e’dwAo- 

Aatpela, pappaxeia, ExOpar, Epers, Frov, Ouvpoi, épiOetar, Suyoo- 
taciat, alpécers, POdvor, povor, describes (Rom. iv. 1, Phil. iii. 4) 
confidence in works as a carnal sentiment, and (Col. ii. 18) even 
calls a theosophic asceticism an efx puotovpevoy bd ToD voos 
THS TapKos avTod. 

The notion of the cdp& just indicated might no doubt be 
retained in the present passage, and nevertheless this might be 
taken as characterizing the condition of the unregenerate. The 
odp& would then be not merely irregular, sensuous impulse, but 

the old man as to his selfish, sensuous tendency, in whom only 
the spirit and will would have to be considered as at natural 
variance with each other, so that the excessive power of the lower 
ego would be confronted by the impotent longing of the higher 
ego. Again, the first difficulty raised against the former view 
might be supposed to be obviated by the statement that even 
where the outward act corresponds to the law, in the life of the 
natural man prava concupiscentia reigns; the merely legal act is 
not therefore to be described as really good, and the performing 
of evil spoken of here by the apostle consists not merely in 
outward law-opposing action, but quite as much in the profoundly 
inward act of evil inclination triumphantly overpowering and 
bringing into bondage the better self. The only question is, in 
what this higher, better self consists? It could clearly only be 
found in the action of conscience ineradicably implanted in man. 
But apart from the consideration that conscience appears more as 
an inevitable power, standing face to face with the real act of 
will in man, than as a mental function, the product of the free ego- 
life, and therefore asserting itself far more in the form of a daw of 
conscience than in the form of an ¢mpulse of conscience (as eg. 
Bleek describes the vouos tod vods in the carnal man, comp. the 
Birth of the Christian Life, p. 13, Outlines of Biblical Psychology, 
p- 42), still the content of the natural law of conscience is nowise 
identical with that of the voywos mvevpatixos, ver. 14; of the 
vosos Yeod, ver. 22, to which the longing, the joy, and the service 
of the higher ego here described is said to be directed. For the 
law of conscience contains essentially nothing but the acknow- 
ledgment of the authoritative sanction of the universal in opposi- 
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tion to unlimited individual inclination ; but it knows nothing of 
the real principle and quintessence of the divine Nomos, namely, 
of the requirement of love to God—the very primal, personal 
love—and of love to God’s divinely established and divinely 
hallowed image represented in the person of a neighbour. To 
question this is to question the natural development of man’s 
ethical conception, such as is presented to us in heathenism, and 
only in heathenism untouched by the influences of revealed truth. 
If the psychical, fleshly man possessed a remnant of this know- 
ledge and ¢his love for the spiritual law, then he would have 
within him by nature alongside the fleshly a spiritual principle as 
well. Scripture could not with such sharp severance everywhere 
contemplate and describe everything spiritual in him as a super- 
natural, gracious effect of the wvedua Ocod ; it would be false that 
what is born of the odp& only is cap&, John iii. 6; that the 
psychical man understands nothing of spiritual things, 1 Cor. i. 
14; that he is one mvedua pr Eyov, Jude 19. And this 
difficulty, again, is not absolutely removed if we make, as 
Augustine in the first period of his dogmatic development, Bengel, 
Olshausen, Tholuck, the so-called gratia praeveniens a co-operating 
factor in the condition of the unregenerate here described. At 
least such is the conclusion if this takes place in the synergistic 
sense, according to which the divine Pneuma is conceived as 
awakening, exciting, strengthening, and supporting the natural 
pneumatic germ of spirit which hitherto lay slumbering under a 
fleshly husk. 

If the objection is to be thoroughly cleared away, and the view 
in question placed in perfect harmony both with the unsophisti- 
cated anthropology of Scripture, which nowhere contains a trace 
of the notion that in the fleshly man as such there still lies 
concealed a remnant of spiritual life, and with far-reaching and 
complete views as to the nature of human sin and its relation 
to renewing grace, we must take the @édrew, ovvydecPar, and 
Sovrevew of the ow avOpwros in reference to the spiritual law 
of God as the pure and exclusive product of the creative divine 
Pneuma Himself, who, in the stage of development of the inner 
life here described, merely began His activity, and had not as yet 
carried it on to the point of real regeneration, who merely planted 
the germ of the new nature, but had not yet ripened it to the 

perfect flower. Only thus could the reference of this passage to 
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the unregenerate be called dogmatically and psychologically un- 
objectionable from the standpoint of the general biblical and 
specific Pauline form of doctrine. We should no doubt find our- 

selves verging towards the opposite interpretation, yet without 
overstepping the boundaries and entering its proper domain. It 
is a point in favour of the application of the passage to the status 
irregenitorum, modified in this way, that we thus obtain an easy 
connection with what immediately precedes. For if with ver. 13 
we had reached the point where the Nomos, unfolded by the 
Pneuma, awakened the knowledge of sin and the felt need of 
redemption, in vv. 14, 15 the very nature of the spiritual con- 

dition which has thus arisen is further developed; and to this 
links on just as easily and naturally the still further advance 
contained in the account, ch. viii., of the state of regeneration. 
Hence also Augustine, even in his later period, retracting his 
former view of this passage, only says: “ Longe enim postea 
etiam spiritalis hominis (et hoc probabilius) esse posse illa verba 
coonoyi, comp. fetractt. |. i. c. 23,1. 1..¢.1. From. this it 
would follow that even at the end of his life, though he deemed 
the reference of the passage to the “homo sub lege positus, 

-nondum sub gratia” improbable, he did not deem it impossible. 
Now, though we on our part regard this application, taking it in 
the way more exactly defined by us last, as not contradicting the 
analogy of faith, and therefore dogmatically free from objection, 
there are still weighty exegetical difficulties that seem even then 
to confront us. 

First of all, in vv. 17-20, the real ego of man is presented 
before us as on the one hand entirely separate from sin and 
opposed to it, and on the other harmoniously united and bound 
up with the spiritual law of God. But manifestly only the 
ruling, not the inferior part of man’s nature, can be described as 

the real ego. If sin rules, the ey, the primary and active will 
of man, is itself capxiuov; if the Spirit and grace rule, it is 
mvevpatixov. Only in the personality truly made free by Christ 
can the real ego, the higher and ruling will, amid the duplicity 
of the ego continually found, be considered as released from sin. 
If, on the other hand, all that is still found in man is a spark of 
longing, awakened by the Pneuma, for such a will, a spark so over- 
laid by the ashes of selfishness and evil desire that consent to sin, 
the act and dominion of sin, remains the permanent condition, 

Puripri, Rom. I. Z 
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the real ego yet stands on the side of é€vounodca apaptia, not 
of the divine vowos; it is the ally, not the foe of sin. Comp. 

Augustine, Contra duas epistolas Pelagianorum, |. i. c. 22, and 

c. 18: “Nam si concupiscit et consentit et agit, quomodo non 
ipse illud operatur, etiamsi se operari doleat, et vinci graviter 
ingemiscat ?” Add to this that the apostle depicts the spiritual 
state of development here set forth not as past, but, as the present 
tense beginning with ver. 14 proves, as present. Now, in order — 
to account for this striking phenomenon, which certainly cannot 
be supposed to have arisen merely from the vivid realization of 
the past, it has been alleged that the condition of the unregenerate 
here described occurs still in the life of the regenerate merely as 
an abnormal, not as a normal condition, and therefore was known 

even to the apostle, not simply from memory, but withal from 
still continuing experience. But, in the first place, such conditions 
of absolute spiritual impotence will not harmonize im the least 
with the spiritual fulness and vigour of the apostolic life such as 
lies here without a break before our view. But if they occurred, 
certainly it would be but very occasionally ; and the animation, 
eraphic clearness, and impressiveness of the picture of his present 
TaNaiTwpia remains as striking and inexplicable as ever. Still 
further, it is not at all an occasional, but a perpetual and pre- 
vailing condition, and, indeed, one described by the present tense 
as now existing, that is in question. Moreover, we confess it 
appears doubtful to us whether the description “abnormal con- 
dition of the regenerate,” if subjected to strict analysis, yields 
any tenable meaning at all. The normal condition will be 
that in which evil desire and inclination, while not indeed 

utterly extirpated but continually alluring and tempting man, is 
yet overpowered by sanctified inclination, so that it fails to gain 
the consent of the spiritualized will, and to be expressed in act. 
Or, where the carnal principle breaks out in word and act, and 
comes to open manifestation, these will only be moments of 
unwisdom, feebleness, and rashness, to which the innermost will 

of man refuses its assent, with which he stands in no alliance, 

and to which he does not yield a painless and unresisted 
dominion. The factors, invariably forming the life of the 
regenerate man, are thus without doubt wvedua and capé, the 
one ruling, the other serving, although tempting, and alluring, 
and impeding him as he follows the path that is good and well- 
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pleasing to God, and opposing, and often, indeed, as it were 
behind his back and against his real wish, overpowering his 
sanctified will in its attempts to carry out its purpose. Within 
the limits of this permanent condition there are, doubtless, 

degrees and fluctuations, a more or less powerful sway of the 
Pneuma, a stronger or feebler opposition of the odp&, a more or 
less frequent surprise by peccatis ignorantiae, infirmitatis, and 
praecipitantiae ; yet, withal, the Pneuma never ceases to be the 
permanently ruling principle. On this account these various 
fluctuations, degrees, and inconsistencies of themselves furnish 
no clear and definite principle of division, and do not justify 

us in speaking of normal and abnormal conditions of the 
regenerate. If, on the other hand, the Pneuma loses the 

ruling power, and falls back into a state of servitude, such as 
according to the view in question must be depicted in this 
passage, then a retrograde movement takes place, which, unless 
it is again reversed, leads at last back to the original state 
of spiritual death; and this status can no longer be called an 
abnormal condition of the regenerate, because in the case of the 
backslider regeneration in the proper and strict sense of the word 
no longer exists at all. 

We are therefore involuntarily carried a step farther, and 
adopt the view which must be described as the opposite of the 

one hitherto dealt with. But it is clear from the previous dis- 
cussion in what sense, with Augustine in his later period, Luther, 

Melanchthon, Calvin, Beza, the chief representatives of this view, 

we apply the present passage to the condition of the regenerate 
man. It must first of all be laid down that this condition 
-is seen exhaustively set forth only in the combined teaching 

of ch. vil, 14-25 and ch. viii 1-11. For in these two pas- 
sages, one immediately following the other, are pictured the two 
aspects, ever appearing in mutual connection, of one and the 
same spiritual status; so that the regenerate man, according as 
his glance is directed to the one or the other aspect of his 
nature, is able every moment to affirm both of himself, as well 

what is said vil. 23 as what is said viii. 2. Hence also ever 
rises from his heart with equal truth the twofold cry, as well 
Tadai@wpos éyo avOpwros as evyapioT@ TH Oe. But certainly 
the combination of elements so opposite is only conceivable if, as 
observed, in the life of the regenerate sin is considered, not as 



356 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 

ruling the consent of the will and the conduct, but only as the 
stimulus of evil desire dwelling constantly in the heart, ever 
impeding and defiling the new, holy inclination, and therefore 
ever felt more and more as a yoke of bondage. But clearly the 
apostle has here chiefly in view a profoundly inward doing, as, 
indeed, already everything from ver. 7 on was referred simply to 
émtOujia, not to the outward act merely. Even when the life of 
the regenerate man is holy and governed by the Spirit, the un- 
interrupted, persistent sinful emotions of the heart may very well 
be described as a doing of evil that is not desired. To this is 
to be added that these very emotions never remain absolutely 
within ; but, even apart from the manifold sins of ignorance, 
weakness, and unwatchfulness in which they manifest them- 
selves, leave their hindering or polluting influence on the best 
acts of the regenerated one, and thus envelope even his 
brightest experiences as it were with a veil of earthliness. 
Comp. Augustine, Contra duas epistolas Pelag. |. i. c. 18, where 
he observes on ver. 16 of this passage: “ Facere ergo se dixit et 
operari, non affectu consentiendi et implendi, sed ipso motu 

concupiscendi;” and zd. c. 19 on ver. 18: “Hoc est enim 
perficere bonum, ut nec concupiscat homo. Imperfectum est 

autem bonum, quando concupiscit, etiam si  concupiscentiae 
non consentit ad malum;” and on the same verse, Contra 

Julianum Pelagianum, 1. iil. c. 62: “Facere bonum, est post 

concupiscentias non ire: perficere (catepyafeoOar) autem bonum, 
est non concupiscere.” Comp. Retractt. 1. i. c. 23: “Propter hanc 
itaque concupiscentiam motusque ipsos, quibus ita resistitur, ut 
tamen sint in nobis, potest quisque sanctus jam sub gratia 
positus dicere ista omnia.” 

Now it would be unjustifiable to suppose that, according to 
our interpretation, there is too sudden and abrupt a leap from 
the description of one condition to that of the other. For with 
ver. 13 the apostle had already reached the limits of the legal 
condition, seeing that, where the law has worked émiyvwouy 
dpaptias, the conscious need of redemption is awakened which 
finds its satisfaction in the justification and new birth that follow, 

so that the transition to the latter stage seems prepared for and 
altogether natural. Moreover, it is to be borne in mind that the 

bond of connection for the representation of the two diverse 
conditions is found in the purpose announced in vv. 7, 13, to 
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avert blame from the law and fasten it on sin. But this purpose 
was most surely effected by setting forth the life of the regenerate, 
because in it, as ver. 16 declares, it is precisely the higher will of 
man, brought into unison with the law, that is best entitled to 
head the vindication of the law. Add to this that even the con- 
dition depicted in vv. 7-13, as vv. 14, 15 expressly show, still 
enters into and runs through the life of the regenerate man, 
although now certainly no longer as an exclusive, but merely as 
a partial and secondary element in it. For as far as he is still 
adp€, he still experiences continually that éwv@upia is stirred up 
by the vouos, and to him awaptia becomes Kal’ trepBornv 
dpaptwdos through the évrod7. And if we look at this point 
narrowly, we may even say that in what follows in vv. 7—25 
the apostle explains the condition characterized in vv. 5, 8 of 
this chapter, and in viii, 1-11 that-characterized in ver. 6 of 
this chapter, showing more at length how the Nomos, encounter- 
ing the odp& of man, excites always only ta ta@juata tov 
dpaptiov, without on that account being lable to any just 
accusation. 

But while glancing, by this reference, at the carnal element still 
always present in the life of the regenerate, he at the same time 
brings up for discussion a point hitherto kept in the background, 
but essential to the complete development of the doctrine of 
regeneration and sanctification.—one which could not be omitted 
in a complete representation, and which accordingly furnishes a 
new evidence of the correctness of our view. If we take into 
account only the delineation ch. vi., ch. vii. 1-7, and ch. viii. 1-11, 

we may easily gain the impression that the regenerate man has 
become all avetpa, and the cap& has been utterly extinguished in 
him ; so that we are no longer able to perceive why the summons 
to mortify the odp&, beginning viii. 12,is necessary. It was 
thus every way essential expressly to characterize the carnal 
element still constantly adhering to the spiritual life A very 
striking parallel with the present passage im nuce is supplied, as 

1 “Postquam legem divinam vindicavit, vel pravae concupiscentiae omnem 
culpam transcribendam docuit, ejus vim sese etiamnum experiri, ingemiscit 

_apostolus, etiamsi renatus jam sit, et justificatus; idque ideo, quia nondum ea: asse 

spiritualis, sed exparte adhue carnalis, quum Spiritus quidem primitias acceperit, 

sed carnis adhuc reliquiae superent, a quibus mirem quantum fatigetur. Id quod 

operose exequitur, ad confundendam et contundendam perfectionem propriae 

Justitiae, quam venditabant Pharisaei, ut unice laus maneat gratiae Dei, et redem- 
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is well known, by Gal. v. 17, where, certainly and beyond ques- 
tion, the subject is the status regenitorum; and we believe the 
same view must be held in regard to the Lord’s declaration, Matt. 
xxvi. 41. 

Lastly, as concerns the practical significance of the different 
interpretations of this passage now passed in review, it may be 
said that the application to the state of regeneration in the way 
we have defined must be called not the laxer, so much as the 

stricter one. The former would be the case if the meaning were, 
that the regenerate man has nothing but an impotent and fruit- 
less will to what is good, along with a constant performing of 
what is evil. But since, according to the other mode of interpre- 
tation, the condition of the unregenerate man here professedly 
described must enter, although abnormally, into the life of the 

regenerate, it must be said, on the contrary, that by this view 
dangerous encouragement is directly given to carnal security, as 

the regenerate man may then always comfort himself with the 
thought that he is there and then in such a condition, which 
nevertheless leaves him in statu regenitorum. But, on the -other 

side, the view combated by us may certainly lead as far astray in 
the direction of pietistic self-complaining, if, that is, it is sup- 
posed that, in the regenerate man, the root of sin must be so 
destroyed that he has no need continually to join in the cry, 
ver. 24. Thus the rock of wantonness threatens on one side, of 

despair on the other, like a Scylla and Charybdis. 
Ver. 14 confirms (yap) the inevitable necessity of the experience 

hitherto narrated, and introduces the highest and best vindication 
ot the law by means of the experience of the regenerate. It could 
not but be that 1 duaprtia, apopunv AaBovca bia THs evTON As, 
Kateipydcato Tacav émiOupiav Kal Oavatov, for o vouos mvev- 
patiKos, éy@ 6€ capxixds. The apostle depicts here the character 
of human nature in the abstract in its relation to the divine law. 
His declaration thus holds good of the cdp£& universally, whether 
it be that of the unregenerate or regenerate. The sole point of 

tiont Christi, soliusque jidei adseratur justificatio. Ideo tum de concupiscentia in 
renatis prolixa lamentatio, ad vers. 24 inclus. tum pro liberatione a Christo facta 
nervosa gratiarum actio hic habetur v. 25,” Caloy. He also calls vv. 1-6 of the 
seventh chapter, Pars I.: ‘‘aaanyopixo. . . didaxeiny e lege matrimoniali status non 
renatorum et renatorum differentiam illustrans ;” vv. 7-138, Pars I].: ‘‘ aroroynrixn 

legis sanctitatem vindicans ;” vv. 14,15, Pars IIL: *‘ eyerasaorixy, querelam apostoli 
de vi pravae concupiscentiae exhibens.” 
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difference is, that of the former nothing else holds good; of the 
latter, what is here said holds good only in so far as he is still 
ado&.' As far as he is no longer such, what is said viii. 9 also 
holds good of him: tpets dé od ésté év capt GAN év tvevpare. 
In like manner he can just as well say of himself: éy wempa- 
Hévos eiul vTrO THY dwapTtiav, as, according to vi. 18: éyw de 
eevOepwels aro THs duaptias, ovrA@Onv' TH Sixacoctvy. The 
deliverance accomplished once for all is withal, as a self-developing 

principle, a progressive redemption from bondage not yet absolutely 
abolished. The expressions, chosen by the apostle here and sub- 
sequently, are really not stronger than the quite similar tones to 
be found so commonly in the prayers and hymns of the Christian 
church in all ages. It would in fact be, not an evidence of 
special progress, but a sign of defective self-knowledge, were a 
believer, upon appeal to his regeneration, to refuse to apply to 
himself, and to describe as appropriate to his condition, in any 

moment whatever of his life, the sentiments expressed in these 
prayers and hymns. Besides, it is to be well observed that the 
apostle here begins with oiéayuev yap, such knowledge belonging 
to believers only. It is doubtless true that of itself it holds good, 
even for the unregenerate man, that the law is spiritual, while he 
is carnal, sold under sin; but that it is so to him he knows not, 

nay, denies. This knowledge only the regenerate one possesses, for 
it is itself the result of enlightening grace. Very justly Delitzsch 
observes, bibl. proph. Theol. wbid.: “ Directly the spiritually-minded 
man, confronted with God’s spiritual law, feels most acutely and 

profoundly that he has still of himself a carnal nature, and cannot 
ransom himself entirely from the power of sin, by the very fact 
of his accusing himself in daily repentance as capxuxds, it is 
apparent that, as to the fundamental tendency of his personality, 
he is wvevpatexds.” — oldapev yap] ®uoroynuévov TodTo Kal Shrov 
éotw, Ott TvevpaTiKds éott, interprets Chrysostom. Comp. ii. 2, 

iii, 19, vin. 28. But it is only for the Christian consciousness 

that this is an @poroynuévov Kai SHrov. The otherwise pretty 
equally attested reading oléapev 5é appears to have come into the 

1 At the same time I have no wish to deny, as Meyer in his former editions misunder- 
stood me to deny, that the subject in vv. 14-25 is the same as in vv. 7-13. Thereby 
different states of the same subject are described; and ver. 14, in passing from one 
state to the other, for the first time characterizes the natural character of the subject 
such as he is in the abstract and never absolutely ceases to be. So also Melanchthon: 
** Primum autem narrat Paulus qualis sit natura carnalis secundum sese.” 
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text from the parallel passages just quoted. 6é would have to he 
taken as 6é petaBarixov, comp. on iv. 15. Semler’s conjecture, 

olda pev yap, is needless, because éym 5é capKixos eipe does uot 
depend on ofdauev 67s, but forms an independent sentence; and 
untenable, because Paul would then have written o pév vowos, not 

oida per. 
—OTt 0 vopos mvevpatiKkos éotw] The conception of mvev- 

patixos defines itself from the antithesis capxixos. But here 
plainly it is not the physical antithesis of oap& and mvedua, as 
in Col. ii. 5, but the ethical antithesis so frequently occurring 
in Paul, Gal. iii. 3, v. 16 ff, vi. 8. 06 vouos mvevpatixds éotiw 
cannot then mean: the law refers to the wvedwa of man. we. it 
requires not merely the outward work, but also the right disposi- 
tion (“mentem et interiorem hominem respicit,’ Beza). Rather, 
here, the reference to the Oetov avedua is to be decidedly held ; 

but not on this account to be interpreted, with Theodoret: @et@ 
yap, pnoiv, éypadn mvevpate’ TavTns peTéexwv THs yapiTos Oo 
paxaptos Mwaois tov vopov cvvéyparper ; for here it was important 
to describe, not so much the origin as the character of the Nomos 
in contrast with the character of man. As the latter is capxuxos, 
so the former is wvevpartuxds, 2.¢. carries in it the nature of the 
mvevdua. This is really the invariable signification of rvevpartixor, 
only that the reference to origin is sometimes, as in i. 11, glanced 
at as well. Moreover, in this passage both elements might be 
united. The Nomos has its origin from the wvedpua, and therefore 
has the nature of the wvedya. Still, by this antithesis of capxixes 
no direct allusion at least is made to the former element. But 
then the Nomos is spiritual in nature and essence, in so far as 
it sets up the ideal of a spiritual man, and by such an one only 
is fulfilled, because he, as Calvin says: “coelestem quandam et 
angelicam justitiam requirit, in qua naevus nullus appareat, ad 
cujus munditiam nihil desideretur;” or because he, as Bengel 
interprets: “requirit, ut sensus omnis humanus respondeat sensui 
Dei: Deus autem est Spiritus.” 

—éyo@ 6é capkixos eit] Griesbach, Scholz, and Lachmann, after 
the best manuscripts (so also Cod. Sinait.*) and several Fathers, 
have received the reading odpxuwos (in the same way 1 Cor. i. 1 ; 
Heb. vii. 16), which is approved by the majority of modern in- 
terpreters. Decision is difficult; for whereas external authorities 

are conclusive for odpxwos, internal reasons favour capKucos. 
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The former signifies merely of jlesh or fleshy (as adjectiva propar- 
oxytona in tvos denote almost invariably the material, e.g. EvAwos 
of wood, mHduvos of clay, akavOwos, Biacwvos, KpiOwos, ynivos, etc., 

comp. Buttmann, Ausf. Gr. Spr. II. p. 340; Winer, p. 122; 
Fritzsche, ad Marcum, p. 797 sq.; and in Comm. on Rémerbr. here), 
the latter is carnal. That Paul observes this distinction is proved 
by 2 Cor. iii. 3, where the perfectly idiomatic antithesis of év 
mrakl ruOivas and év mAaEi Kapdias capKivats is found, whereas 
aapxvxos is used everywhere else where the antithesis rvevpatixds 
is expressed or understood (Rom. xv. 27; 1 Cor. iii. 3, 4, ix. 11; 

2 Cor. i. 12, x. 4). It is therefore hard to suppose that in some 
passages Paul deviated from this fixed distinction. Nevertheless, 

were oapxwogs in this passage to be considered genuine, we must 
either say that popular language confounded the forms, and used 
adpkwos in the sense of ‘capeixds, especially as all adjectives in 
wos do not denote material (comp. avOpemiwos, Winer, p. 123, 

note ; Tholuck here), or, which is especially favoured by sezpa- 
Mévos UIrO THY aduaptiav, that odpxevos, placed in antithesis to 
mvevpatiKos, is stronger than capxixos. I am of flesh=I am 
made of flesh as of a material, 7.2. simply and purely flesh, comp. 
John iii. 6: To yeyerynuévov éx Tihs capKos, capE éott. But 
from this it can neither be inferred that sin consists in sensuous- 
ness, for the fleshly material denotes even here the entire corrup- 
tion of nature,’ nor yet that sin is the substance of human nature, 
for a rhetorical expression is not to be construed with logical 
stringency. Comp. Formul. Concord. Sol. Decl. i. 51, upon Luther’s 
expression : “ peccatum et peccare esse corrupti hominis natwram.” 
In 1 Cor. iii. 1, Paul at least calls the regenerate who are not yet 
strong in faith vymious év Xpiot@, capkixovs. But every Chris-. 
tian, when he looks at the sin still remaining in his flesh, appears 
to himself such a v7zvos, and therefore a capxcxos. 

—mTempauévos UTo THY awaptiav] Illustrative supplement to 
gapKiKos or capxwwos eiut. Sin is represented as a lord, man as 
a slave who must do what the lord commands. “Coactionem 
semper excipio,” remarks Luther, “sponte enim peccamus, quia 

1 Even Meyer understands by the cdp% the material psychical nature of man that 
resists the divine v:du«. Ido not understand how an expositor who finds in the 
apostle’s writings the doctrine of the imputatio peccati Adamutict, of the satisfactio 
vicaria, and justitia imputata Christi, can everywhere attribute to him the anthro- 
pology of rationalism. 
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peccatum non esset, nisi voluntarium. Sed addicti sumus ita 

peccato, ut nihil sponte possimus nisi peccare: quia malitia, quae 

in nobis dominatur, huc nos rapit. Quare haec similitudo non 
coactam (ut loquuntur) astrictionem sonat, sed voluntarium obse- 
quium, cui nos ingenita servitus addicit.” Comp. herewith the state- 
ment of Augustine, de grat. et lib. arbitr.c. 15: “Semper est autem 
in nobis voluntas libera, sed non semper est bona.” sumpdoxeo Oat 
imo tt, like SovAodcOar wrod TW, Gal. iv. 3. Elsewhere it is said 
mimpacKerbat Tu, 2 1393, Lev. xxv. 39 ; 2 12907, Deut. xxviii. 68, 
and Bar. iv. 6: éspd@nte tots eOveow. With the sentiment of 
the expression mumpdoKxecOar to THY apaptiav, comp. also. espe- 

cially the phrase 77 nivye NZann, 1 Kings xxi. 20,25; 2 Kings 
xvil. 17; wimpdoxecOat Tod Tovoas TO Tovnpov, 1 Mace. i. 15. 

Ver. 15. Confirmatory elucidation of the preceding éya wempa- 
pévos epi tro Tv dyaptiav. The bondage of sin shows itself 
precisely in carrying out sin’s commands in involuntary blind 
obedience, without consciousness and inquiry; for such is the 
relation of a slave to his lord. 6 yap xatepydfouas, ov 
yveaKw] In the wake of Augustine several expositors have inter- 
preted od ywooxo, non approbo, I approve not. Bengel: “non 
agnosco ut bonum.” But neither the Heb. YT nor yweoxew has 
this meaning. Even in the passages quoted for it, Ps. 1. 6 (comp. 

Hengstenberg here), Hos. viii. 4, Amos iii. 2, Ecclus. xviii. 28, 

Matt. vii. 23, John x. 14, Rom. x. 19, 1 Cor. vilindeGak 

1-9, (2 Aa. 1.29193", yluveoKelv, means properly nothing but: 

cognosco, novi, | know, discern, perceive, not: agnosco, I acknow- 

ledge, I approve. Rightly Chrysostom early interpreted: oxo7od- 
par, dnol, cvvapTalopar, Ernperav UTOMEVO, OK oida TAS UTOTKE- 

ricowar. Vulg.: “ quod enim operor, non intelligo.”” Luther: 
“for I know not what I do.” Comp. Luke xxiii. 34: od yap 
oldact ti movovot. The regenerate man sins not consciously 
and willingly. It is the blind natural impulse of evil desire and 

inclination not yet entirely eradicated that carries him away. 

His better ego knows nothing of this act of his sinful nature. 

But from this it certainly follows, of course, that this higher self 

does not acknowledge and approve such an act. 

—ov yap 5 Oéda, Toto Tpdcow' GAN’ b pio, TOTO ToL] The 

fact of the regenerate man as such wishing and loving only the 

cood that is well-pleasing to God, just proves (yap) that the evil 

he performs is not done of conscious (od ywwoxw) purpose. 
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OéXew cannot here denote the so-called velleitas, the weak, power- 

less will of the schoolmen. To energetic dislike (wsceiv) only 
energetic wishing can correspond. @édev has not this diluted 
meaning in the passages quoted for it, 1 Cor. vii. 7, 32, xiv. 5, 
2 Cor. xii. 20; for even there @édecv expresses thorough deter- 
mination of purpose, which is only opposed by outward hindrances, 
not by any paralysing indecision. Here, accordingly, must be 
meant the regenitus, whose new higher ego alone can be the subject 
of such a OéXewv -and puceiv. The will spoken of by the apostle 
is nothing but the will of the new man. Even the old man has his 
will; but Paul calls that which in the regenerate one is the deepest 
wish and innermost longing of his heart, his will kat’ é£oynv. 
On the contrary, that which wars with this he calls what is 
opposed to his will. The parallel passages quoted from the 
classics, among which the best known are Epictet. Enchirid. 1. ii. 
c. 26: 6 duaptavev...d péev Oéret, ov Trovel, Kal 5 py Oéret, 
movet, and Ovid, Metam. vii. 19: “ Aliudque cupido, mens aliud 
suadet, video meliora proboque, deteriora sequor,’ supply an 
analogy to the apostle’s statement, belonging merely to the sphere 
of natural morals, not to the Christian sphere. There, the ques- 
tion is only of contradiction between reason and sensuousness ; 
here, between wvedua and cdp&. Well Calov: “ Nihil hue Medea 
facit, aut quicquid hic geminum e gentilibus collegit.” Grotius: 
“non enim de appetitus sensitivi adversus intellectualem pugna, vel 
de rationis et voluntatis contentione, quam non renati experiuntur, 

cum ea, quae non probant mente, eligunt tamen et sequuntur 

voluntatis affectibus abrepti: sed (de) pugna spiritus et carnis, quae 
non locum habet, nisi in renatis, hic disseritur: quod exemplo 
Apostoli satis constat, siquidem de semetipso loquatur.” The apostle 
is speaking of sin which constantly besets and surprises the believer, 
not exactly in outward word and deed, but above all in thought 
and inclination. When he says: I do not what I wish, but what 
I hate that I do, this does not mean that the believer never does 

anything good, but that with the good he does sin is ever mixed, 
disturbing, hindering, causing him to fall, or at least to waver. 
He never does what he wishes, because he never performs a per- 
fectly pure act in perfectly holy love. When he glances from the 
height of spiritual freedom, to which grace has raised him, down 
into the deep abyss of nature’s sin, which is always alluring and 
enticing, often even causing him to tremble, and leading him to 
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the brink of ruin, there attends him continually, along with the 
consciousness of inward strength and freedom, the sense of an 
alien power and bondage. And it is just this aspect of his 
experience and feeling that the apostle pictures in this section. 
“ Negat se facere, quod lex exigit, quia non facit omnibus numeris, 
sed quodammodo fatiscit in suo conatu,” Calvin. The todo 
before 7pacom is to be accounted suspicious on critical grounds. 

Ver. 16 by the metabatic 6é draws from what precedes an 
inference by which the thought from which the entire discussion 
sprang—the innocence and excellence of the law, ver. 14 (comp. 
vy. 12, 7)—is corroborated. This thought is here expressly 
stated for the last time, the delineation of the condition of man 

under the law, vv. 7-13, and under grace (the latter, as regards 

its two aspects of subjection still remaining, vv. 14—25, and of 
freedom already existing, viii. 1-11, which delineation serves as 
a basis for the vindication of the law) being carried on from this 
point without further express reference to this apologetic purpose. 
But the reasoning of the apostle is fully demonstrated. The will 
of man, condemning its own unlawful acts, thereby takes its stand 
as an advocate for the law. The phraseology is determined 
by the preceding 6 pio® (=6 od Oédw), ToDTO Tow. Other- 
wise the reverse form: e¢ d5€ ov Oé\w TovTO, 0 To1w, would have 

been more suitable. cvppynye TO vow, Ste Karos] I agree with 
the law that it is good, i.e. I confirm the assertion which the law 
makes respecting its own character, Deut. iv. 8; Ps. xix. 8-11. 
Thus cvudnue with the dative retains its original signification: I 
say with, agree with, consentio, and has not, with ovv merely 

intensifying, the signification: I assent, I grant, confiteor, The 
law is good, because it commands the good that I myself wish, 
forbids the evil that I myself wish not. 

Ver. 17. If I consent to the law that it is good because my 
inmost heart’s desire, my real will, is in unison with the law, it 
is no longer I that do the evil, but sin that dwells in me. It is 
thus a power alien to my real man that still holds me prisoner, 
and verifies éy@ capkiKds eiul, TeTpapévos bd THY apapTiar, 
ver. 14. The fact that the apostle here sets his real ego in 
opposition to sin, shows, considering the matter from the stand- 
point of biblical and Pauline hamartology, the impossibility of 
interpreting the present passage otherwise than of the regenerate. 
Yet, certain as it is that he is depicting the sinfulness that clings _ 
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to the believer, he can, it must be remembered, on the other hand, 

pay no higher tribute to the dignity of the Christian’s position 
than when he says: It is not J that sin. Thus ovxéts éyo 
Katepyatouar avto is in a certain sense a correction or qualifying 

exposition of éy® capxixds ews. Both, without doubt, hold good 
of the ego of the man, but the former more than the latter, inas- 

much as the innermost and most real will of the regenerate is seen 
in the fulfilment of the divine law. Inthe redeemed man sin has 
withdrawn from the centre of personality to the circumference of 
elementary nature. vuvi dé] not a temporal particle = “ nune post 
legem datam” (Grotius), or = “ex quo Christianus factus sum” 
(Koppe), but: but now, if it is so, or: but thus, since this is the 
case, namely, since I agree with the law that it is good. Just so— 

—ovx«éTt] is to be taken logically, not temporally, of that 
which cannot be conceived after what has been said. But it is 
true no longer, can no longer bé supposed that J commit evil. 
Comp. ver. 20, xi. 6; Gal. iii. 18. 
—1 oiKovca év éuol auaptia] As of sin, so of the Spirit of 

God it is said: O7v oixed év myiv, viii. 9; 1 Cor. iii. 16, comp. 
vi. 19. The regenerate man is not only a lodging-place of sin, 
but also a temple of the Holy Spirit. The purport of the 17th 
verse, as is shown by the 20th verse, which repeats it almost 
verbatim, is elucidated and confirmed by the consciousness that 
springs from Christian experience (oida yap). 

Ver. 18. The qualification, todr’ éotw év TH capKi pov, added 
to év éwoi, is another proof that Paul can only be speaking of 
the regenerate. In me, ze. in my flesh, dwells no good thing 
(= nothing good, Luther), is the same as saying that in my real 
éy® something good dwells. And, indeed, this good, so called in the 
highest sense and corresponding to the pneumatic Nomos, can itself 
be only of a pneumatic nature, so that by the real ego, to which 
the éy@ capxixds is opposed, only the éye mvevparios, the Katvos, 
mvevpatixos avOpwros can be meant. As everywhere where it 
appears in a moral sense, so here oap£ stands for capkuxos, i.e. 
Taras avOpwros, and postulates as its constant antithesis véos 
avOpwmos. — 7d yap Oérew tapdKxetai pot] Bengel remarks on 
Gerxew: “ Accusativus, bonum, non additur: et hujus orationis 
tenuitas tenuitatem vod velle exprimit.” But with as much justice 
it might be maintained, in the opposite sense, that Paul’s here 
always using @éAewv, without express mention of the object, only 
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of wishing what is good, shows that he is treating of the man 
renewed by the Spirit, in whom, since he is considered @ parte 
potiori, no real willing of what is evil any longer exists. mapd- 
keitat, a latere jucet, lies beside me=dpeott, est in promptu, 
mihi adest, is present in me. Comp. the analogous poxectat, 
2 Cor. viii. 12, in conspectu jacet, and Hom. Odyss. xxii. 65: vov 
ipiv twapaxertar évaytiov né paxecOar 7) pevyerv. The apostle 
looks round, so to speak, in the space of his inner ego, and finds 
lying right before him the Oédew of what is good; but of the 
xatepyavecOas (comp. on ii. 9) To KaXov, on the contrary, of which 

he looks round in search, he is compelled to say— 
—ovy etpicxw] I find it not, i.c. 1 know not where it is, it is 

not there. ovy evpicxw is thus=ov mapdxertas, not = cannot 
attain it. Still the meaning is not, that the believer’s only 
characteristic is an wholly ineffectual state of desire (comp. 
against this, Phil. ii. 13), but that even in his best act, since sin 

is ever mixed with it, he does not perform the act that corresponds 
to his will sanctified by the Spirit of God. He would love God, 
and finds in himself the love of sin; so that, looking upon this 
power of sin still lingering in him, he ventures at the very best 
to affirm of himself a willing, not a performing of what is good, 
Well worthy of note here is Luther’s marginal gloss: “To do, 
means not to perform the work, but to feel lusts stirring them- 
selves. But to perform is to live without lust, quite purely, which 
does not happen in this life.” Instead of ody ebpicxe, attested 
by the occidental codices, the Alexandrian (also Cod. Sinait.) 

read merely ov (namely, wapaxevtar), which reading has been 
approved by Griesbach and accepted by Lachmann. But, to say 
nothing of the difficulty created by the double ov at the end of 
this verse, and directly again at the beginning of the next verse, 
this mode of expression seems altogether too abrupt, harsh, and 
frigid. Were it original, the glossarists would scarcely have 
supplied a term so very appropriate as evpicxw, but would far 
more probably have repeated wapaxe:rat. Thus an dBrepia of 
the copyists seems to have occurred, their eye wandering from 
ovy, ver. 18, to od, ver. 19, when ovy evpicxw dropped out, and 
the manifest hiatus was then supplied by a simple ov, or as one 
codex reads, by od ywooxw, after ver. 15, or, as the Aeth. has, 

by ov« éyo. 
Ver. 19 proves 76 6€ KxarepyafeoOat TO KaQOD, ovxX cUpioKa, 
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ver. 18, by repeating the statement found already, ver. 15. 
Only that in this verse dya@ov is expressly added in apposi- 
tion to 6 Oédw, and xaxov to 6 od Oé\w. The parallelism of 
ver. 19 and ver. 15 tells in favour of omitting todto before 
Tpaccw. 

Ver. 15: od yap 6 Oé\w, mpdocw arn 6 pich, TodTO TOLe. 
Ver. 19: od yap 0 Oédw, Troww (aryaOov)’ GAN’ 0 od Gédw (KaKor), 

TOUTO Tpdcow. 
Ver. 20 deduces from ver. 19 the proposition announced ver. 

17, that had to be proved. The éyo after Gé\w, on the authority 
of numerous and important manuscripts, Fathers, and versions, in 

which it is altogether wanting, or placed after todro or before ou, 

is to be accounted suspicious in the highest degree, and has 
indeed been rightly omitted by Lachmann and Tischendorf. The 
analogy of vv. 15, 16, 19 also is against the use of this pronoun, 

as well as the absence of the antithesis which, by its emphatic 
meaning, it imperatively requires. It thus seems to have been 
awkwardly supplied by copyists from the next clause of the verse 
(obKéTe éy@ Katepyaé.), in order to intimate that the real ego not 
only does not perform, but does not wish what is evil. But the 
Pauline antithesis is not at all: It is not Z that wish what is 
evil, J do it nevertheless, thus Z do it not; but: I wish not what 

is evil, I do it nevertheless, thus J do it not. 

Ver. 21. So far, two points were established ; first, that the 

law. is good, ver. 16 ; and next, that it is not J, but sin dwelling 

in me, that does the evil; z¢., that sin, as involuntary, is a power 

alien to me, reducing me to bondage against my will, ver. 20. 
But these were just the two elements contained in ver. 14, and 
now sufficiently expounded. Both elements were established by 
the experimental proposition that I indeed desire the good but 
perform the evil, that I do what I desire not, vv. 15,19. This 

latter proposition, since both the propositions contained in ver. 14 
depend upon it and are to be traced back to it, may accordingly 
be regarded as the final outcome of the entire previous discussion, 
vv. 14-20. In the present verse, therefore, it is advanced as 
such, and in its turn is established, vv. 22, 23. Difficulties 

arise in the construction of the words. Interpreters are divided 
into two classes. The one refer tov voyov to the Mosaic law. 
Among the different explanations given by them, the one advo- 
cated especially by Knapp, Seripia varit argumenta, ed. sec. tom. 
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II. pp. 383-393, Fritzsche, and Tholuck here alone deserves 

notice: “I find, then, that while I wish to practise the law, the 
good, evil is present with me.”* tov vouov is thus dependent on 
moveiv, and 70 Kadov in apposition to Tov voyov. We have no 
wish to press strongly against this construction, which is no doubt 
erammatically possible, the objection often raised of intolerable 
harshness, because it might be replied that this depends simply 
upon exegetical feeling, which is always but an uncertain and 
changeable rule of judgment, and because the same objection 
might be retorted by the advocates of the view in question upon 
its opponents in reference to their own interpretation. But other 
difficulties seem to us to stand in the way. If it is certain that 
Paul deduces the import of this verse, not only as to meaning 
but as to form, from the preceding, it must first of all appear 
strange for him here to speak abruptly of a @édeuy, troveiy Tov 
voyuov, whereas so far he has spoken only of a Oédew, troveiy TO 
Kadov, ver. 18; To ayabov, ver. 19. When, moreover, in the 
very next clause we find the antithesis, so common before, of 
Tol, Tpaccey, KaTepyatecOu, or even trapdKxercbat of Kaxor, 
we are at once led naturally to connect together also in this verse 
T® Oérovte euot trovetv To Kadcv. Add to this, that if the apostle 
had even adopted the altered mode of expression, TOv vopov 
T® Oérovts ewot trovetv, there was yet no reason for the epexe- 
getical supplement, Tov xadrov. To guard against the notion of 
the vouos being a xaxov (comp. ver. 16) were here altogether 
irrelevant, and for the mere purpose of paving the way for the 
following contrast of 7d Kaxov wapdxe:tar the supplement 0 
xaXov was the more needless, as, if the previous phraseology 
were once abandoned, it would have been far more simple and to 

1 Tortuously, and opposed to the context, Meyer (in former editions), after the lead 
of the Greek exegetes: ‘‘I find, then, the law for me, so far as I am disposed to do 
the good, because evil lies before me ; i.e., I find that the Jaw (namely, the Mosaic), 
so far as I have the will to do what is good, is designed for my advantage, because 

to me (to my personality in itself, apart from this moral will) evil is present. The 
latter circumstance makes the former relation evident; for if evil lies before my 
person in itself, as regards that better will the law can only be designed for my good 
to serve as a rule to this moral will, in opposition to this impulse.’’ Even the 
exposition given by Meyer in recent editions is very forced: ‘‘I find, then, in me, 
whilst my will is directed to the law to do what is good, that evil lies before me.” 
Against this comp. Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 445, note. Not less foreed Hofmann, 

Schrifibew. I. p. 463: ‘Its ever lying near me to do evil causes me to see that the 
law to me who wish to do it is good.” Against this comp. Meyer, Ii. 24, 



CHAP. VII. 21. 369 

the purpose to write: edploxw dpa, Tov vowov te OédovTt uot 
move, OTe €wol » apaptia Tapdxetar. But if it were simply 
intended to intimate that what is now called @éXew, trovety Tov 
voov is the same that was previously called @éXew, wroveiv TO 

candor, this would be a remark just as little to the point as a 
mere play of words. Inversely, the apostle might have said 
with more reason: evpicxw apa, T0 Kadov TH OédovTe eyo Troveiv, 
Tov vouov, in order to intimate that the xadov which he had 
spoken of wishing to do is no other than the vopos Oeod, not a 
rule chosen at will by man, but one fixed by God, by which 
simply and solely perfection of conduct can be estimated. Thus, 
not that the Nomos is the xadov before named, but perhaps that 
the xadov before named is the Nomos, might have been remarked 
in an appropriate and significant sense. Therefore, since the text 
is to be regarded as completely authenticated, and the conjectures 
attempted can only be described as arbitrary, we are compelled 
to adhere to the second class of expositors, which is also the 
most numerous. They agree in interpreting 6 vopos in this 
passage not of the Mosaic law, but in the sense of norma, 

regula, praescriptum, 1.e. law in general, rule, natural necessity, 
analogously to the use of voyos, ver. 23, where Bengel renders : 
dictamen. The construction, then, may be in one of two ways,— 

either the dative 76 Oédovte is dependent directly on etpicko : 
“T find, then, for me that wish to do what is good, the law 

that evil is near me;” or, supposing an easy transposition of 
dre (Winer, p. 697), it is to be explained: “I find, then, the 
law, that to me that wish to do what is good, evil is near.” 
Decision is not easy, but we incline to the second view, because 
by it the proposition: “J wish to do good, but evil is beside 
me,’ which was plainly intended to be expressly brought for- 
ward as the result of what precedes, stands forth more pro- 
minently. The objections urged equally against the two latter 
views appear not difficult to remove. They consist principally in 
two points. First, that in this case todtov tov vowov must have 
been said instead of Tov vowov. But, first, the necessity for this 

is not apparent, as the demonstrative meaning is not imperatively 
called for ; and again, even the article, as has been observed, may 
be used demonstratively in the same manner as in Acts xi. 16: 

Tod pywatos Tod Kupiov, ws Edeyev ; XX. 35: TOV NOYwY TOD Kup. 
"Inc., Ott avtos eive. But, further, vouos, where it has the 

Putuiert, Rom. I 2A 
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wider signification, is said to be used only in contrast with vojos 
in the proper sense, iii, 27, vil. 23, viii. 2, ix. 31. But even 
this contrast is not to be excluded, since it is introduced now 

preparatory to the further exposition, ver. 23. The very con- 
sideration hitherto of the relation in which the regenerate man 
stands to the law suggests to the apostle the law, that to him 
that wishes to do good evil is present. But this experience is very 
significantly called a law, just because it expresses no accidental 
and transient, but an inevitable and abiding phenomenon. 

Vy. 22, 23 elucidate the result stated in ver. 21, that to me 

that wish to do good, ver. 22, evil is present, ver. 23. ouvijdopat 
yap TO vouw Tod Oeod] for I take delight in the law of God. 
cuvndopat Tw may mean: (1) to rejoice together with some one 
over a thing. But the interpretation: “I rejoice with another in 
God’s law, I share the joyous delight that is taken in the divine 
law,” is irrelevant, because the idea of another is here altogether 
out of the question. Exceedingly forced and far-fetched is the 
makeshift : “I rejoice with the law of God, so that its joy (the law 
personified) is also mine, namely, concerning the moral good 
desired by the law and by me.” (2) Jntus, apud animum meuwm 
laetor, to rejoice in something inwardly, in his soul. So here. 
Analogous is the meaning of ody in cdvowdd wou and in svAdv- 
movpevos, Mark iii. 5. One cannot then say offhand either that 
cuv is pleonastic, or that it adds strength. And yet both might 
be maintained under cover of the signification just given, by 
supposing either that “to rejoice with oneself” was reduced in 
the course of usage to a simple “to rejoice,” or that, which of 

itself is more natural, apud animum lactart is meant to describe 
depth and inwardness of delight, ie. strong delight. The latter 
meaning is also to be preferred on account of the following «ata 
Tov éow avOpwrov, which accentuates this element still more dis- 
tinctly. But cuvjdopas 76 vow is distinguished from otypnye 
To vow, ver. 16, the latter denoting the consent of the intellect, 

the former, appropriation by the heart and will. The vomos is 
defined as vopuos Oeod (genit. auctor.) in contrast with €Tepos 
vouos immediately following, The delight in God’s law here 
described is treated of Ps. i. 2, xix. 8-12, xl. 9 (comp. Hengst. 
here), cxii. 1, exix. 14, 16, 47, 70, 77, 92, 143,174. Even in 
these passages, so important for the exposition of the present one, 
delight in God’s law is the delight of the rightcous, the regenerate, 
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and even there with delight is blended lamentation over sin still 
remaining in the flesh. 

—xata Tov éow avOpwtror] “ Interior homo,” says Melanchthon, 
“sionificat hominem, quatenus renovatus est Spiritu Sancto.” 

Just so Calvin: “Interior homo non anima simpliciter dicitur, 
sed spiritualis ejus pars, quae a Deo regenerata est.” Comp. 
Luther’s marginal note: “The inward man means here the spirit 
born of grace, which in the saints contends against the outward 
man, ze. reason, mind, and everything that is natural in man.” 
But 0 écw dvOpe7ros is not in the abstract and directly identical 
With 6 Kawos, mvevpatiKds avOpwros. Rather 0 éow avOpwros 
(which expression is needlessly derived from the phraseology of 
the Platonic school, comp. Harless on Hph. iu. 16, p. 314 f.) 
denotes in the first place merely the vovs, vv. 23, 25, the mvedpa 
avOp#7ov in contrast with the é€ dv@pwios, the capa, or the 
oapé, i.e. man, in so far as he is not outward and visible to others, 

ac. body, but as he is inward and hidden, ze. spirit. So 2 Cor. 
iv. 16; Eph, iii. 16. But without doubt, as these very passages 
show, it is the €ow dvOpw7os, to whom the mvedua Geod is given 
to work in him the new birth and renewal. Accordingly, by the 
érw avOpwrros even the cawds avOpwmos may be denoted, on the 
supposition that the former is to be conceived in a definite order 
of thought as necessarily dvaxexawwpévos. Quite analogous to 
this is the employment of Wvyn, 1 Pet. ii..11 (comp. Steiger 
here): adméyeoOat TOv capkixdy éeribupidv, aitives oTpaTEevovTat 
Kata THs Wuyijs. The reference here cannot be to the soul in its 
natural character, for, as such, it is itself a uy) capxixy, but to 
the soul as it had been renewed in the believing readers of the 
epistle, in whom it was pervaded by the Holy Spirit, so that 
Calvin rightly interprets: “ipsa animae regenitae natura, quae 
spiritualis est. Totus homo interior, qui per Sp. 8. renovatus 
est, intelligitur.” On the other hand, in 1 Pet. iii. 4 it is certainly 
doubtful whether the description 6 xpumros tis Kapdias dvOpwrros, 

! Tholuck, p. 341, directly quotes these passages from the Psalms as an evidence 
against our reference of cuv7d:cbas ra vouw rod bcod to the regenerate. Nay, he even 

appeals to the prayer in Oed. Tyr. v. 845. Thus he places the believing Israelite 
on a par with the devout heathen, and identifies the natural law of conscience with 

the spiritual, revealed law of God, whose fundamental requirement is love to God, 
of which the heathen knew nothing. In fact, on!y on such grounds is it possible to 
refer this passage to the conflict in the unregenerate. But this alone is enough to 
condemn the reference for ail deep, truly spiritual understanding of the Scriptures, 
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corresponding with éow dvOpwrros, signifies simply every inward 

ego, even of the natural man in contrast with the body,—so 

Steiger, in which case we must interpret: “Outward adornment, 

that of the body, becomes not Christian women (dv éoT@, odx 0 
éw0ev xoopos), but the inner man in the imperishable ornament 
of a meek and quiet spirit (€v 76 adOdptw Tod mpaéos Kal jovxiov 
mvevpatos),” so that the imperishableness of a meek and quiet 
spirit is conceived as the principle pervading and sanctifying the 
KpuTTos THs Kapdias dvOpwrros,—or whether 6 xp. THs x. avOp. of 
itself is to be conceived as pervaded by the wvedua Geod, comp. 
Wiesinger here, in which case (which we hold to be the right 
view) we must interpret: “the inward (= spiritual) man, consist- 
ing in the imperishableness of a meek and quiet spirit” (“in pectore 
latitans homo, qui perpetuitate mansuetae et tranquillae mentis 
cernatur,” Fritzsche, Comm. in ep. ad Rom. tom. II. p. 64), so that 
To adOaptov ToD Kp. K. Ho. Tvevp. more precisely explains the 
character of this inner man (comp. Rom. ii. 29: 0 év T@ KpuTT@ 
"Tovdatos, Kal Trepitoun Kapdilas, év Tvevpate). Now, in the present 

passage, 0 éow dvOpwros is in point of fact the inner man, not 
simply in so far as he may and should be pervaded by the Spirit of 
God, but in so far as he actually zs pervaded by the Spirit of God, 
for only as such has he delight in God’s law.’ The apostle’s use 

1 Meyer asserts that ‘‘ it is quite arbitrarily denied by me that to the unregenerate 
man belongs, as respects his moral ‘I,’ the cuvidowas rg vom rod bcov (comp. ii. 15), 
and it must belong to him, since the sinful nature has its seat and home in the capé, 
vv. 18, 25, as the antithesis of the vov;. This does not, indeed, consist with the 
assumption that it is precisely the higher powers of the natural man that by nature 
are at diametrical variance with God and His law (Form. Conc. p. 640 f.), but it 
nevertheless rests on an exegetic basis.” We ask, on the other hand, whether 

Meyer really supposes that his carnal Hamartology consists better with the Augustan 
Formula of 1530, to which, in the preface to his 2d edition, he so strongly adheres, in 
distinction from the Concord Formula? But, as concerns his assertion that his 
anthropological positions are exegetically established, we hold precisely that they are 
not exegetically established. Whoever is acquainted with the position of investigation 
respecting the biblical notion of the o¢,2, will be compelled to declare both assertions 
at least equally warranted. MHarless e.g. says, Christian Ethics, § 26a: ‘It is 

confessed that the biblical notion of caf has nothing further in common with the 
Gentile and modern notion of sensuousness than that it includes under it the 
so-called sensuous desires” (comp. §10). Comp. also Harless, Comment. zwm Ephes. 
Br. p. 162; Wieseler on Gal. v. 13; Tholuck, ‘‘ Erneuerte Untersuchung iiber apg 

als Quelle der Siinde,”’ Stud. wu. Krit. 1855, III. 1, wu. Com. zu Rom. 5 Ausg., the 
exposition of vi. 6; Delitzsch, Bibl. Psych. p. 439; Luthardt, die Lehre vom freien 
Willen, p. 394 ff. All these inquirers, as well as Jul. Miller, Ernesti, Thomasius, 

etc., in spite of many variations in particulars, decidedly agree in opposing Meyer's 
narrow view of the biblical conception of the o¢;%. 
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here of this expression, not of Kavos, mvevpatixds avOpwros, is 
explained by the tenor of the previous exposition. He wishes 
just to show that sin is a power foreign to the believer, bringing 
him into bondage against his will. This he does by showing how 
his real ego, the innermost ground and core of his desire and 
being, is free from sin. Thus there was here no occasion whatever 
for describing this innermost ground and core as expressly spiritual. 
Rather, on the contrary, since in the apostle’s teaching it is self- 

evident (and in harmony with the entire doctrinal exposition 
given so far by the Roman epistle of sin and grace, flesh and 
spirit, bondage of the law and freedom of the gospel cannot be 
conceived otherwise) that only that which is created in man 
through the Pneuma can be (ver. 22) in sympathy with the 
pneumatic law (ver. 14), the only thing of importance was, to 
describe this desire of the Pneuma in man as his real ego (ver. 17), 
his real inward man (ver. 22). The pédn (ver. 23), then, are not 
the sinful corruption of human nature in the abstract, just as 
little as the ow dvOpwros or the vods (ver. 23) is the new cha- 
racter of sanctified human nature in the abstract; but the former 

is here described as wéAn (c@pa, ver. 24; cap&, vv. 18, 25), the 
latter as écw avOpwros (eye, vods), by a mode of expression 
borrowed from and corresponding to natural, 2e. morally indif- 
ferent anthropology. The higher, inner, hidden part (the écw 
avOpwrros, vovs, the éyo proper) of man simply is a rational, in 
the regenerate man a spiritual essence. What remains in the 
former, after taking away the wvedua avOpwrov, is called capa, 
odp&, wédm ; and just so, therefore, is all that called which remains 
in the latter, after taking away the mvedwa Oetov, which is con- 
ceived as having become the principle subjectively active in man. 
“ Interior igitur homo,” remarks Calvin, “non anima simpliciter 
dicitur, sed spiritualis ejus pars, quae a Deo regenerata est: mem- 
brorum vocabulum residuam alteram partem significat. Nam ut 
anima est pars excellentior hominis, corpus inferior: ita spiritus 
superior est carne. Hac ergo ratione, quia spiritus locum animae 
tenet in homine, caro autem, id est corrupta et vitiata anima, 

corporis, ille interioris hominis, haee membrorum nomen obtinet.” 

Comp. the remarks on ca@pa, vi. 12. Thus cap£, cama, pérn, 
vv. 18, 23, 24, 25, in this section really hold a middle place 

between the purely physical and purely ethical meaning, and in 
a certain sense form the point of transition from the former 
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to the latter; as respects the form of the conception leaning to the 
one side, as respects the substance to the other. “ Nec membra 
tantum intelliguntur externa,’ observes Calov, “sed “interiores 
quoque facultates, quae veluti membra sunt, quod per easdem 
operetur homo vetus, et in iisdem consistat.” 

—Prérrw Sé Erepov voor ev Tots wédeol mov avTtaTpaTEvopevor 
T® vou Tod voos pov] may be construed in two ways. We may 
either make the partic. dvtictpatevopevoy governed by BAéra@ 
(after the manner of verba videndi joined with the participle, 

Acts vill. 23 ; 1 Cor. viii. 10; Heb. x. 25; Mark v. 31; Luke 

xxiv. 12; John v. 19), so that év roils yéXeoi pov very closely 
coheres with davtictpatevopevov: “But I see that another law 
wars in my members against the law of my spirit,’ or we may 
join éy tots pédeot pov with Erepov vouov, and resolve the 
particepium by the pronomen relativum. So Luther: “But I 

see another law in my members that wars against the law in my 
soul,” and most expositors. This latter mode of construction 
seems to deserve the preference on account of the sharp antithesis 
it gives between év tols uédXeot pov and éow avOpwros. Brérrw, 

like edpicxw, ver. 18, denotes perception after inward survey. 
érepov vowov, a law of another kind, ver. 4, not merely ddXov 

voyov. Comp. Tittmann, de Synon. in N. T. p. 155 sq.: “ dddos" 
érepos. Illud denotat aliwm, nulla diversitatis, nisi numeri, 
ratione. €repos, non tantwm alium sed etiam diversum indicat. 
ddros “Inoods ... Etepov evayyédov, 2 Cor. xi. 4 sq.” A law of 
another kind, namely, than the law of God, in which I take 
pleasure after the inward man. év Tois pérAcot pov, vi. 13, 
vil. 5; Jas. iv. 1. dvtiotpatevopevov, comp. the remark on 
émAa abdvxias, vi. 13, and Jas. iv. 1; 1 Pet. ii. 11; also avtixevran, 
Gal. v.17. The vouos tod vods is not identical with the vouos 
tov Oeov, but is the law issuing from and immanent in the 
human spirit that has become spiritual, the law demanding and 
consisting in cvyndecbat TO vow Tod Oeod. voids is the spirit, not 
merely as to its theoretical, but also as to its practical ‘aspect, 
mind, i, 28, xii. 2; 1 Cor. i. 10, ii. 16; Eph. iv. 17, 23 (Harless); 
Luther here: “Gemiith, soul.’ (Meyer: “practical reason;” Beck, 
bibl. Psych. p. 42: “the soul’s spiritual sense.”) The mind and 
soul of the Christian are directed to what is spiritual, to the vouos 
@eot. On the form vods in later Greek (after the third declension), 
instead of vod, and voi instead of vow, vd, see Winer, p. 72. 
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—kal aiyparwrifovTd pe TO voum THs dpaptias TO dvte év 
Tois éreot wou] The figure implied in dvtietpatevopevov, taken 
from military service, is continued in aiyywadwrifovta. The 

contending foe takes prisoner his opponent, and thus gains the 
victory. The prisoner of the law of sin as such does what sin, 
his master, commands. Only this takes place, as already re- 
marked, not in such a sense as if nothing but sin were present 
in the regenerate, but in such a sense that the law of the spirit 
does not thoroughly permeate his will, inasmuch as sin still 
mingles with the will, constantly hindering and disturbing its 
operations. This impossibility of ever attaining perfect holiness, 
this continuous. encompassing by evmepiotatos duaptia, Heb. 
xii. 1, this perpetual cloud on the spiritual life from the 
encumbering body of evil desire and inclination, is just that 
which is felt by the believer as an ever-continuing bondage of 
sin, existing side by side with the freedom that he has in Christ. 
aixparorifo (Luke xxi 24; 2 Cor. x. 5; 2 Tim. iii. 6) from 
aixun dadricKkowat, “to make prisoner of war;” TO vowo Tis 
dpaptias, comp. mempayévos bro THy auaptiav, ver. 14, The 
slave may be either a prisoner of war or a bought slave. But 
with equal pertinence man might be described as a slave born 
in the house of sin (verna). The ancient Attic writers say 
aixpddwtov woev. Still later than aiypadwrifew is the form 
aiyparhwrteverv, Eph. iv. 8, also 2 Tim. iii. 6, according to the 
less attested lect. recepta. Now, Eph. iv. 8 being taken from 
LXX. Ps. lx. 18, aiyuadrwrifo may be described as the sole form 
occurring in the N. T. we is not the rw dvOpwrros, the voids, the 
real éyo, ver. 17, for neither is it emphatic, nor does the vots 

cease to be subject to the vouos Oeod, comp. ver. 25, but it is the 
entire ego in the abstract, considered as morally indifferent, which 
as subject to the law of God is vots, rw av@pwrros; the real ego, 
as subject to the law of sin, is odp&, capa, comp. ver. 25: 

_abtos éy® TO pev vol... 7H S€ capki. The dative 76 vou Tis 
awaptias is dativ. commod., not instrum.: “and takes me captive 
for the law of sin,” ze. under the power of sin. By vopos rijs 
duaptias the étepos vomwos is more exactly defined as to its 
character. This repos vosos is simply, which before was not 
expressly said, a vouos awaptias. Hence also it is not said 
merely aiyyadwrtifovta pe éavTa@, i.e. the érepos vouos makes me 
us prisoner. Further, the supplement t@ dvte év tois pwédeot pou 
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expressly identifies the one vouos with the other, and obviates 
the supposition that the voyos tis duaptias is a vouos different 
from the érepos vouos. “The law of sin that, as was said, is in 
my members.” Hereby, too, the connection of érepos vopos €v 
Tois pédeot pou is again corroborated. The distinction that some 

have attempted to discover between €repos vowos and vopos THs 
dpaptias must be regarded as more or less untenable. If it is 
wished to distinguish a fourfold instead of a threefold vouos, with 
logical strictness the vopos tod Oeod, the law proceeding from God, 
could only be opposed to the vdouos ths duaptias, the law pro- 
ceeding from sin. With the first, the voues tod vods, delight in 
good, would then harmonize; with the latter, the €repos vopos év 
Tots péAeot, inclination to evil. But the vouos tis apaptias 
itself, just as much as the érepos voyuos, being found éyv Tots 
péreot, this distinction between an objective and subjective law 
of sin falls to the ground, and there remains only a threefold 
vomos, & vo“os Tod Oeod, a vomos TOD voos pov, and an €TEpos 
VomOS, OY a VOmos THS dpwaptias év Tois pédeci pov. “But he 
calls both the spirit and the flesh,” says Luther in his preface to 
St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, “a law, because, as is the 

manner of the divine law, it impels and demands: therefore also 
the flesh impels, and demands, and rages against the spirit, and 
would have its desire. This conflict lasts in us as long as we 
live, in one more, in another less, according as the spirit or the 
flesh is stronger. And yet the whole man himself is both these, 
spirit and flesh, which contends with him until he becomes all 
spiritual.” 

Ver. 24. The fact of the still- continuing captivity of sin, 
realized in experience, impels the apostle to the lament and cry 
for help of this verse. Even the redeemed Christian, and he 
expressly, in view of his carnal nature, is seen still ever lament- 
ing and seeking redemption. tadaizwpos éy@ avOpwros| Cry of 
distress. Unhappy man that I am! Wrongly Bengel: “me 
miserum, qui homo sim! The nominative is the nominative of 
exclamation, Winer, p. 227. tadaimwpos, Rev. ili. 17, joined 
with édeevvds, according to the usual derivation from tAijvae Tov 

ma@pov, %¢. To mévOos, according to Passow s.v., perhaps a 
poetical variation of taXarretpios, a strong expression to denote 
misery, comp. iii. 16: cuvtpyypa Kai tadav@wpia (LXX. for 
Nav); Jas. v. 1: «kAavoate ddodvovtes emi tais TadaTwpiass, 
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iv. 9: radaitwpjcate Kal TevOnoate kal Kravcate. On the 
ery of distress follows the call for help in the form of an inquiring 
survey. 

—tls pe picetas éx Tot cwpatos Tod Pavatov TovTov ;| The 
redeemed man is ever, as it were, crying afresh for a new 
Redeemer from the power of sin still remaining in him. “Non 
quaerit autem, a quo sit liberandus, quasi dubitans ut increduli, 

qui non tenent unicum esse liberatorem: sed vox est anhelantis 
et prope fatiscentis, quia non satis praesentem opem videat,” 
Calvin. Several interpreters refer this cry for help to the 
Christian longing for death, which with redemption from the 
body brings redemption from the evil of sin. But c@pa here, as 
observed, denotes the material body neither exclusively nor 
abstractly, but body and soul, in so far as they are not yet per- 
vaded by the wvedua. Moreover, the longing expressed here, as 
ver. 25: evyapioT@ . . . )uav, in connection with viii. 1 f. shows, 

finds its satisfaction in the present life. Thus the point treated 
of is not the wish for deliverance from the gaya in itself, but 

from the o@ua in so far as it is subject to sin and death, zc. for 
the deliverance of the body from sin and death, comp. ver. 23. 
But, no doubt, inasmuch as this wish can only receive its final 

and complete fulfilment in the future life and in the glorification 
of the body, this element may be conceived as echoing, so to 
speak, breaking forth involuntarily from the background of 
natural feeling. The genitive tod @avdrov may be taken as 
simply genit. possess.: “the body belonging to death,” Td 
xelpwOev bd Tod Pavdtov, or also according to Winer, p. 235, 
as genitive of reference: “the body leading to death.” Respect- 
ing Odvaros, comp. on v. 12, vi. 16, vii. 10. The question is, 

whether tovrou should be joined with @Oavdrov or with ceparos. 
It is supposed that in the latter case the apostle for the sake of 
clearness must have written é« Tovtov Tod cwpatos Tod Oavdrov. 
But this judgment, in our opinion, rests on a very precarious 
canon. A writer often intends a particular definite collocation of 
words, without reflecting that for the reader it may be ambiguous. 
The placing of tovTov after cwpwatos, moreover, was required by 
the emphasis aimed at, and there remained then nothing but the 
order ék Tod c@patos Tod Bavatov TrovTov, which in addition is 
relieved of difficulty by the consideration that c@ya tod Oavdtou 
may be joined together as a single conception, “ body-of-death.” 
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The only point in question, then, is to decide with which of the 
two substantiva (c@patos or Oavdtov) the pronomen demon- 
strativum is joined with greater relevance to the connection of 

thought. As to this we certainly believe with opartos, for 
@dvatos was not the subject, vv. 14-24 (we must, then, with 

Luther in his original note interpret: “He calls the misery and 
sorrow of the conflict with sin death”), and the allusion to ver. 
10 ff. appears too remote. The emphatic indication, contained 
in Tovtov placed last, can thus only refer to the capa, hitherto 
spoken of as the seat of duapria. 

Ver. 25. Thanks for redemption found in Christ, and recapitu- 
lation of what was last explained. evyapioTd TH Od Sua "Inood 
Xpistod tod Kxvpiov iav] This lectio recepta has no adequate 
confirmation from manuscripts. For edyapictd TO Oe@ are found 
the variations ydapis TO Oed, ydpis Sé TH Ged, 1) yapis Tov Geod, 
4 xapis Kupiov. The two last readings are plainly alterations made 
to obtain a direct answer, % ydpus Tod Oeod or Kuplov (se. puceTat 
pe), to the foregoing question, ver. 24: ris we ptcetar; Thus 
the only choice seems to lie between ydpis TS Oe@ Sia “Inood 
Xpictod tr. Kup. nu., which Mill and Griesbach approve, and 
Lachmann has received, and yapis 6€ 76 Oe KTX., as Fritzsche 
reads. We give the latter reading the preference, on the ground 
that the omission of dé is more easily explained than its insertion. 
The supposition that this reading was taken from vi. 17 has no 
probability in its favour. It might just as well be said that 
evyaptoT@ TO Oe@ is borrowed from i. 8, where, in addition, dua 

"Inood Xpiorovd is likewise found. After the wail and cry for 
help, ver. 24, the apostle’s language becomes calm and measured ; 
whereas, if ydpus TH Oe@ is read without 6¢, it acquires an abrupt 
and unconnected character: “ Wretched man that Iam! Who 
shall deliver me from this body of death ?” 

yapis 68 TO Oe@ Sia “Incob Xpictod +. kup. nu.] “But thanks 
be to God through Jesus Christ our Lord.” There is thus no 
ground for misgiving. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 57: 76 dé Ae yapus, 
T@ Svdovte Hutv To vicos Sia tod Kuplov jyav “Incod Xpicrod. 
With this, also, the subjoined calm, recapitulatory exposition 
links on more simply and readily. apis d€ 7@ Ges, comp. 2 Cor. 

1 Yet this is maintained even by Meyer. In this case, with him, we should have 

to retain the recepta sixapora xr. This is no doubt confirmed also by the Cod. 
Sinait., which only reads ysis 22 by a second hand. 
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viii. 16; ix. 15, dua "Inood Xpiorod, comp. i. 8. Thanksgiving 
is presented to God through Jesus Christ, because He is the cause 
of our having reason to present thanksgiving to God. airiov 
dvTOs THs evyapiotias, explains Theophylact, adtos yap, pyci, 
KaTop0wcev & 6 vomos ovK HduvnOn* adTos pe eppdcaTto eK Tis 
acbevelas Tod cépaTos, évduvamocas avTo, BaoTe pnKéTL TUpay- 
vetoPas bro THs awaptias. The apostle having, on the one hand, 
in view of the sin still remaining in the flesh, broken out into 
the wail and ery for help which dwell perpetually in the Christian 
soul; and, on the other, mindful of the redemption found in 

Christ,—enjoyed already in experience by himself, and anew and 
more and more deeply to be appropriated in ever-advancing 
progress,—having presented his thanksgiving to God, he now 
recapitulates, in the form of an inference, the essential purport of 
what has been explained from ver. 14 onward, especially from 
ver. 21 to xvpiov uov, ver. 25. Two positions are advanced: 

first, that the regenerate man with the spirit serves the law of 
God, but with the flesh the law of sin; and secondly, that, never- 

theless, having reason for praise on account of the redemption of 
which Christ is the mediator, in spite of the twofold nature of 
His ego already mentioned, no condemnation falls on those who 
are in Christ, because in them the sin remaining in the flesh no 
longer comes into account, but only the new nature of the spirit. 
The first inference is drawn by dpa ody in this verse, the second 
by dpa viv in viii. 1 f. Thus the division of the chapters here 
interrupts the strict connection of thought, and may therefore be 
described as little to the purpose. A beginning might perhaps 
be made of a new paragraph, since certainly the description of a 
new aspect in the condition of the regenerate opens, but not 
suitably of a new chapter. The seventh chapter would thus con- 
clude better with vii. 11. | 

—dpa obv avtos éy® TO pév vol Sovretw vouw Geod: TH Sé 
capkl vou@ dpaptias| Comp. the striking practical explanation of 
these words by Haldane in his Lxposition of the Epistle to the 
Romans, as well as the profound and rich comments of Besser on 
this entire section, vv. 14-25. (Only, we find the twofold sense, 

which the latter would assign to the expression vduos duaprias, 
“the law that has sin for its subject,” and “the law that judges 
sin,” incapable of being sustained ewegetically.) The fact that the 
apostle, after the thanksgiving for deliverance accomplished, 
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repeats this proposition, shows that it contains a description of 
the state of the regenerate man. Otherwise we should have 
expected to see it prefixed to the thanksgiving. And after the 
utterance of the thanksgiving, if the description of a new and 
opposite state of life were meant to be forthwith introduced, there 
was no reason whatever for a passage recapitulating and repeating 
the description of the former state of life. Besides, in that case 
xapis d€ T@ Oe@ xTr. would acquire the character of a paren- 
thetical interpolation, with which only viii. 1 links on, dpa ody 
avtos éym xT. referring back to ver. 24—manifestly an unnatural 
and violent mode of connection. On this account even Olshausen 
refers the words dpa ovv avtos éy@ xX. to the new birth now 
introduced ; which then, certainly, since they clearly contain the 
substance of vv. 14-24 in nuce, should by reflex influence 
have changed completely his view of the entire section. dpa 
ovv, comp. on v. 18. avtds éyo, comp. Fritzsche and Tholuck 
here. avros éyo has either an adversative or declarative significa- 
tion. The first occurs Luke xxiv. 39: 67v adtos eyo ety, that it 
is I myself (not a spectre that has mimicked my form). Comp. 
Rom. xv. 14. In that case, the contrast in this passage would be 
contained in 61a “Incod Xpiotod. TI myself, i.e. I alone, apart from 
Christ's interposition. On this view, indeed, ydpis d€ TO Oe@ KTH. 

need no longer be regarded as a parenthetical interruption. But 
it must be described as far-fetched, because the thought with 
which: “J myself with the spirit serve the law of God” is sup- 
posed to stand in contrast, namely: “Jesus Christ is my deliverer 
from this body of death,” can only be indirectly taken from the 
thanksgiving expressed before. The second signification of adtos 
answers to our German eben, even, just, very, and denotes the very 
one spoken of just before, or just now, or about to be spoken of. 
It is found ix. 3: ndyounv yap adtos éym avdbewa eivas aro TOD 
Xpictod brép Tav adeApav pov. “ Hven I, who have just made 
known the sorrow of my heart;” although in this passage the 
first meaning also might be found: “Z myself,’ in contrast with 
his brethren. 2 Cor. x. 1: avtds éyo Tlaindos ... 65 Kata 
Tposwtov pev Tatrewvos év viv KTr. “Even I, Paul, who,” etc. 
xii. 13: Ti yap éote 6 yTTHOnTe brrép Tas AouTras éxKAnalas, Et MH 
6TL avTOS éyw ov KaTevapxnoa tuov; “Hven I, who by many signs 
proved myself an apostle of Christ,” comp. ver. 12. So especially 
often in the phrase avré todro, Rom. ix. 17, xiii. 6; 2 Cor. iL 3, 
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feo vit 21; Gal. i. 10; Eph. vi. 18, 22; Phil1 6; Col. iv. 8; 
2 Pet. i. 5. So also in the present passage: Hven I who was just 
now spoken of, ve. who just now bewailed to God my sin and 
misery, and presented my thanks for deliverance. Some exposi- 
tors interpret adtos éyo here by idem ego. “I, one and the same 
man, do a twofold act, with my spirit,” etc. But adros is never 
in the N. T. =o avros, Winer, p. 139; and the other attempts 
made to extract this sense are to be regarded as artificial and 
without sufficient evidence. dovredw. If it is maintained that 
in the regenerate no SovAcvew voum dpuaptias takes place, we 
must reply that this takes place not absolutely, but only 7H 
capxt; whereas, on the contrary, it must be maintained that in 

the unregenerate no SovAevew vouw cod, even To voi takes place. 
On the sin still remaining in the flesh, even in the regenitus, comp. 
Eph. iv. 22; Col. iii. 5. “ Brevis epilogus,” observes Calvin, “quo 
docet, nunquam ad justitiae metam pertingere fideles, quamdiu in 
carne sua habitant: sed in cursu esse, donec corpore exuantur.— 

Fatetur, se ita esse Deo addictum, ut reptans in terra multis 
sordibus inquinetur. Notabilis locus ad convincendum illud per- 
niciosissimum Catharorum dogma, quod hodie suscitare rursum 
conantur tumultuosi quidam spiritus.” The strong expression 
Sovrevew (vi. 18) shows that even in the Oérew troveiv TO dyabdv 
and the cuvvndecat TS vow tod Oeod no mere velleitas, no mere 
impotent and fugitive acquiescence, is to be supposed. 
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CHAPTER  ViIIL 

THE apostle now presents to us the life of the regenerate man 
under its other aspect. He had described fully the circumstances 
out of which the sin perpetually cleaving to him necessarily 
arose. He describes now the might and glory of the new life- 
principle, of the grace and Spirit that believers receive in Christ 
Jesus. Thus ch. vii. 14—25, viii. 1-11 do not picture different 
and successive conditions in a Christian’s life, but, taken together, 

furnish an exhaustive description of one and the same condition 
with respect to the two elements of which it is invariably com- 
posed. As already intimated in the remarks introductory to vi. 
14-25, the believer, glancing at the duaptia év capxi, has reason 

every moment to cry: Tadaimapos éy@ avOpwtros ! Tis we pUoeTat 
éx TOU cwHpmaTos Tod Oavarov TovTov; but being év Xpiotod Incod, 
and in Him delivered from xatd«pia, he is withal able to say : 
6 vopos TOD TvevpaTtos THS Cwns jrcvOepwoé poe ATO TOD vomov 
Tis dpaptias Kal tod Cavdtov. By this view we do not call in 
question the fact that the one or the other element is uppermost 
in consciousness, according as he finds himself more vehemently 
assaulted by sin, or governed and influenced by the spirit of 
freedom and life. Luther’s words, in his preface to the Roman 
epistle, may stand as a general introduction to the eighth chapter: 
“Tn the eighth chapter he gives such combatants the comforting 
assurance that the flesh does not condemn them, and intimates, 

further, the nature of flesh and spirit, and how the Spirit comes from 
Christ, who has given us His Holy Spirit to make us spiritual 
and quench the flesh, and assure us that we are God’s children, and 
how fiercely sin rages in us as long as we follow the Spirit and 
strive to mortify sin. But as the flesh is kept under by nothing 
so effectually as the cross and suffering, he comforts us in suffer- 
ing by assuring us of the sympathy of the loving Spirit and all 
creatures, seeing that the Spirit groans in us and the creature 
longs with us that we may be delivered from the flesh and sin. 
We thus see that these three chapters relate to the one work of 
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faith, which is there called mortifying the old Adam and doing 
violence to the flesh.” As introductory to the section, vv. 1-11, 
which has first of all to be interpreted, Calvin’s words are worthy 
of note: “ Ubi certamen subjecit, quod habent pii cum carne sua 
perpetuum, redit ad consolationem illis valde necessariam, cujus 
antea meminerat: quod tametsi a peccato adhuc teneantur 
obsessi, mortis tamen potestati jam exemti sint et omni male- 
dictioni, modo non in carne vivant, sed in spiritu. Tria enim 

simul conjungit,.imperfectionem, qua semper laborant fideles, Dei 
indulgentiam in ea condonanda et ignoscenda, regenerationem 
spiritus: atque hoc quidem postremum, ne quis vana opinione 
se lactet, acsi liberatus esset a maledictione, carni suae interim 

secure indulgens. Ut ergo frustra sibi blandiatur homo carnalis, 
si de emendanda vita nihil sollicitus hujus gratiae praetextu im- 
punitatem sibi promittat : ita habent trepidae piorum conscientiae 

invictum propugnaculum, quod, dum in Christo manent, sciunt, 
se esse extra omne damnationis periculum.” 

Ver. 1. Inference (dpa) from what precedes. The question is, 
from which words the inference is deduced. To connect it with 
ch. il. or iv., or v. 12 ff, or vii. 6, is too remote, and therefore 

arbitrary. On the contrary, we must certainly find a point of 
connection with the context immediately preceding. Now, they 
who see the condition of the unregenerate described there seek a 
link of connection in part in the last words of vii. 25 (dpa odv 

. duaptias). The train of thought would then be as follows: 
“ When I was yet under the power of sin, on account of sin I 
was doomed to death. Now, then, when we are in Christ Jesus 
we are saved from condemnation, for in Christ Jesus is freedom 
from the law of sin and death.” According to this view, the 
emphasis lies on vdv. But in this case the more apt and natural 
arrangement would clearly have been: viv dpa ovdev xatdxpiwa 
tots €v Xpict@ ‘Inaod, or even ovdey dpa katdxpiya trols vov év 
Xpict@ *Inood. Moreover, this thought would have been far 
more suitably expressed in an antithetical than in a consecutive 
form: viv 6€ ovdev Katdxp. kTA.: “ Formerly I was a slave of 
sin and death. But now,” etc., comp. vuvi dé, iii. 21. Therefore 
the connection must be made with the first part of vii. 25 
(evyapioT@ . . . 74v), whose contents, no doubt, point back to 
ch. i. ff. But if, accepting this mode of connection, apa ovv 
autos éy® . . . duaptias is meant to refer to the status irre- 
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genitorum, then evyapioTed .. . jyu@v could only be viewed as a 
subordinate parenthetical sentence, despatched, as it were, in an 
instant, or, at all events, after these words a pause (comp. de 
Wette here) must be supposed. In both cases the mode of con- 
nection proposed would acquire a strange and forced appearance 
which does not belong to it on our view. According to our view, 
the idea embodied in the context, vii. 24, 25, is as follows : “The 

believer, with the soul serving the law of God, with the flesh the 
law of sin, while he has reason to mourn, has also reason for 

thanksgiving to God.” Now, from this it follows that on those 
who are in Christ Jesus no condemnation falls, for in Him they 
have freedom from sin and death. Thus the sin and death still 
present in them are not only constantly swallowed up in the 
righteousness and life to be found in Christ, but also, in the case 
of those who are in Christ Jesus, are no longer even brought before 
God in judgment. ovdev dpa viv xatdxpyal sc. é€otiv. dpa viv 
=on this account now, on this account then, like dpa ody, v. 18, 

vil. 3, 25, vill. 12, ete. Respecting viv as a logical particle of 
transition, see on ill. 21; and besides the passages there cited, 
comp. especially Heb. xi. 16; Jas. iv. 13, v.1; 1 John ii. 28. 
dpa ovv Paul always places at the head of the sentence; but 
after dpa ody, vii. 25, this would have been very awkward here. 
KaTakpiysa, aS in v. 16, 18, = sentence of condemnation, carried 
into effect in the very act of death in the entire compass of the 
notion, the element of spiritual and eternal misery predominating. 
For them no more is there sentence of condemnation = it falls on 
them, etc. The interpretation: “nullae poenae, nihil damnatione 
dignum”—Luther, “nothing worthy of condemnation”—cannot be 
accepted, at least as a precise interpretation of the word. With the 
sentiment, comp. Kata T&V ToLovVTwY ovK ~xTL Vomos, Gal. v. 23. 

—tois év Xpict® “Inood] sc. odow. After the whole exposi- 
tion contained in ch. iii—vi. there needs nothing else to disprove 
the arbitrary and superficial explanation that puts ot év Xpuct@ 
on a parallel with the designations of rod ZyHvewvos, ot audi ITda- 
Tova, ot amo tod IIv@ayopov (we never do say of év Znvavi, 
II\atwu, [IvOayopa, of a scholar’s relation to his teacher), or to 
prove that the phrase eivas év Xpiot@ "Inocod in the apostle’s lips 
can only denote a real, spiritual, and no doubt mystical com- 
munity of life on the part of the believer with Christ. Comp. 
John xv. 3 fii; Acts xvii. 28; Rom. xvi 11; 1 Corie 
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2 Cor. v. 17; Gal. iii. 27, 28 ; Winer, p. 484, note. In 1 John 
ii. 5, tnpeiv Tov AOyoy avdTod is expressly described as a charac- 
teristic of év ad’té eivat. The two, therefore, cannot be identical. 
From eivar év xupiw follows evpicxecOas, Phil. iii. 9 ; oryjxeu, 
iv. 1, 1 Thess. iii, 8; mepuratety év xvpie, Col. 11. 6. By faith 
we are incorporated with Christ, the Atoner and Redeemer. By 
elvat ev Xpiot@ Incod, therefore, we have, under their subjective 

aspects, Sucatwaus and dyracpos in inseparable connection (1 Cor. 
i. 30), and therewith the abrogation of every xatdxpiya. The 
following supplement— 
—) KaTa cdpKa TrepiTraTovcL, dArAa KaTAa TvEDWa] is wanting 

in the most important codices, versions, and Fathers either 
entirely or as to its latter half (a\Aa xata wvedpua). It has 
therefore been justly described by most editors and interpreters 
as a spurious gloss from ver. 4. Moreover, such a condition (and 
conditionally it must be translated in the absence of the article 
tots) yields an irrelevant sense here, where there is no occasion 
to specify the condition on which xatdxpipa is abolished, but, 
above all, to establish the fact of the abrogation itself, ver. 2. The 

express treatment of this condition as such really begins only 
with ver. 12 f. 

Ver. 2 states the reason (ydép) why for believers there is no 
KaTakpima, The vouos Tod mvevuatos Ths SwAhs forms an anti- 
thesis with vouos Ths duaptias Kal Tod Oavatov. On the latter 
phrase, Chrysostom early remarked: Ov tov Macéws vopov réyer 
évTav0a’ ovdapmovd yap avTov vomov duaptias Kade. TIds yap ov 
Sikavov Kal ayov ToAAdKIS wVOMacE Kal dpapTias avaLpEeTLKOD ; 
GAN éxeivoy avtTictpatevopevoy TO vow Tod voos. Indeed, it is 

obvious that here in the vowos ris duaptias we must hold fast by 
the reference to the vouos THs dpwaptias év Tois pérAEo! pov, Vii. 23, 
25. Just as there the subject spoken of is captivity (a’yuadori- 
fev) to this law, so here the subject is deliverance (€Xev@epodv) 
from it. The Mosaic law can be so much the less intended, as 

Paul would scarcely have called it a voyos Tihs dwaptias Kal Tod 
Gavarov in this connection. For although (vii. 5) he speaks of the 
mabnuata TOV duapTiav, Ta Sia TOD vdpouv, describes the vopos, 
1 Cor. xv. 56, as a Ovvapus THs dwaptias, and ascribes to it, 2 Cor. 
iii. 6 (comp. ver. 7), a7roxreivecy, yet in the exposition immediately 
preceding the present passage, as it were correcting these expres- 
sions and reducing them to their due measure, he expressly 

Pritirrr, Rom. I. 2B 
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observed that the voyos is not dyaptia, and not the cause of 
@dvatros. On the contrary, it is dysos, dikavos, dyaOos, and 
Kands; and érvOupia is not brought about by the évroA7, but only 
upon occasion of the évtoAn by apaptia, which is likewise the 

cause of Oavaros, vii. 7, 8,12, 13, 16. It is therefore impos- 

sible that directly afterwards he should describe the same vowos 
as & vo"LoS THS Gwaptias Kal Tod Pavdrov, as a cause of sin and 
death. The subject spoken of here, then, is that mighty principle 
of sin in our members which wields the power of a law, so that 
Chrysostom and Theodoret not inaptly interpret this vopues THs 
Guaptias by Suvacteia Tis awaptias. But inasmuch as our 
cpa with its péAy is subject not merely to awapria, but also, 
precisely through dwaprtia, to Oavatos, vii. 24 (comp. v. 12), 
the power dwelling in our members and making us its slaves is 
a vopos THs awaptias Kal Tod Oavarou, a power issuing from 
sin and death (genit. auctor.). Upon this view, the meaning of 
vomos Tov TvevpaTtos THs CwhHs now explains itself. By this, in 
like manner, must be understood a principle dwelling within man. 
By vopos, therefore, cannot be meant the gospel, the new covenant, 

the Christian scheme of salvation (somewhat after the analogy of 
vopmos mloTews, iii. 27), in contrast with the O. T. Nomos. But 
the vopos tod mvevpatos is not, therefore, identical with the 
vouos Tov voos pov, Vii. 23, not even if the latter be conceived 

as vovs mvevpatikos. For the vcpuos of the vods mvevpatixcs does 
not make man free from the vowos of aduaptia and Qavatos, but 
only when the wvedua Oeod sets him free from the latter does 
the vowos of the vods mvevpatixos come into existence in him. 
Comp. ver. 10 in relation to ver. 11. The wvedpa here, then, 

must be the wvetdya Oeiov, dysov himself. In so far as He works 

eternal life, Sw (comp. 2 Cor. iii, 6: To wvedwa Cworroret), He is 
a mvedpa THS Cons; and in so far as this Spirit leading to life 

(comp. as to this genitivus effectus, John vi. 835: 6 aptos THs Cais ; 
Rom. v. 18: ducaiwots Gwijs) is a principle dwelling and ruling 
in man’s heart, does a vouos Tod mvevpatos THs Cons find place, a 

sovereign power proceeding from the Spirit who is the means of 
life, that breaks and masters the power of sin and death. But 
the avedpua leads to Sw, the opposite of @avaros, in abolishing 
dpapria, the cause of Oavaros. This antithesis, complete at every 
point, of vopos tod mvevpatos THs Cwfjs and vowos THs duaptias 

Kat Tob Oavarou at once suggests that év Xpiot@ “Incod] is to 
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be connected neither with rijs fws, which would give one item 

too many in the first member of the antithesis, nor with tod 
mTvevpatos, nor with 6 vouos Tod Tredpatos THs SwAs (which, in 
spite of the article being absent, is no doubt possible, Winer, 

p- 171, although here, certainly, on account of the possible 

ambiguity, the explanatory 0, Tod, or THs before év Xp. Inc. was 
to be looked for), but with the following 7AevOépwoe. This mode 
of connection corresponds perfectly with the contents of the pre- 
ceding and following verses. The object is to prove that for those 
who are €vy Xpict@ “Incod there is catdxpiya no longer, ver. 1. 
This is the case precisely, because €v Xpict@ "Incod freedom is 
given from the law of sin and death through the Spirit of life, 
ver. 2. And to prove this position again, it is shown that 
dpaptia is condemned, not by the vowos, but év Xpictd. Thus 
év Xpiot@ ‘Inood coming first in this verse is explained, not only 
by the fact that the words immediately following AevOépwoé pe 
ao Tov vowov xTr. would not bear interruption, but also by the 
emphasis lying on év Xp. I. in this verse both in allusion to év 
Xp. I, ver. 1, and in opposition to vdyos, ver. 3. At the same 
time, by this mode of connection subjective redemption is traced 
back to its objective ground. The Spirit of life has made us free 
from the law of sin and death in Christ Jesus, so that we partake 
in this freedom only as we are in Him. Thus subjective renewal 
depends upon the objective atonement and justification of which 
we are partakers through our being in Christ by means of faith. 
Respecting éAevfepia év Xprot@, comp. the Lord’s saying, John 
Vili. 36. 

—nrevbépwoé pe] The aorist denotes the single act of deliver- 
ance by incorporation into Christ through faith, comp. of 8& rod 
Xpictod tHv cdpka éctavpwoay, Gal. v. 24. This freedom, 
ideally complete, is in reality to be conceived as a principle in 
course of development. The reading 7devbépwoé ce instead of pe 
has clearly arisen merely from repeating by mistake the last 
syllable of 7)\evOépwoe. Here Paul speaks of himself for the last 
time as representing all believers. Already previously, ver. 1, oi 
ev Xpic7@ were mentioned in general. Then appears #yels, ver. 4, 
and tyes, ver. 9. The wail over the power of sin still continuing 
he takes specially on himself. In picturing the glory of re- 
demption, his language becomes inclusive and general. 

Ver. 3 confirms ev Xp. ‘I. jevOépwcé pe xTr., ver. 2. Td yap 
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abdvvatov Tod vopov] advvatov may either be taken in the active 
sense = 7) adduvapia, the impotence; or it has a passive significa- 

tion = what cannot be carried out, the impossible. But the latter 
would be 76 ddvvatov TS voww. The vopos is here, of course, 
the vduos Moicéas, the voyos Oeod. The question is, how the 
sentence before us is to be construed. It is altogether arbitrary 
to suppose an accusat. absolut., or to supply the preposition cata 
or dua =“ as respects the inability of the law,” or “ on account of 
the inability of the law.” Better than this would be the supposi- 
tion of an anacoluthon, 76 addvvatov Tod vopov . .. 6 Oeds Tov 
éavtov viov wéuryas . . . KaTéxpuve THY awaptiay for To advvaTov 
Tod vomov .. . €moinoev 0 Oeds, Téupas .. . Kal KaTaKkpivev 
xT. “ What was impossible to the law . . . God, sending His 
Son, condemned sin in the flesh,” instead of “ this God did, and 

condemned,” etc. So Winer, pp. 290 and 718.1 But there 

is no need, as is acknowledged in these days by the most pro- 
found interpreters, to suppose an anacoluthon. On the contrary, 
the construction may be regarded as according to rule. To adv- 
vatov Tov vouov is to be taken as nominative, and in apposition 
to the subjoined principal sentence: 0 Oeds... év 7H capxi, and 
to be resolved relatively: 6 jv Td ddvvatov tod vopov (Vulg.: 
“quod erat impossibile legi”), thus: 0 eds Katéxpuve Thy apap- 
tiav, © (sc. TO KaTaKpively THY dyapTiav) Hv TO adbvaTov TOD vomov. 
“For the impotence of the law—God condemned sin in the 
flesh,” ze. “God condemned sin in the flesh, which was the 

impotence of the law (ze. that which the law was not competent 
for).” Quite analogous is the construction, Heb. viii. 1: epddarov 
ob éml Tots Aeyouevois, TovodToV éxouev apyvepéa. In exactly the 
same way, even in classical Greek, stand the phrases: To péysoror, 
id quod maximum est, TO Sewotatov, TO ExxYaTov, TO Kepddator, 
TO TeAevTatov, aS appositional adjuncts before the principal sen- 
tence. Comp. Kiihner, Ausf. Gram. d. gr. Spr. Th. Il. p. 146, 
§ 500, 1, Anm. 2. The prefixing of advvatoy tod is here 
specially warranted by the contrast in which it stands with éy 
Xpict® “Inood, ver. 2, and the emphasis thus gained. 

—év & jobéver Sia THs capKos] ev @ here is plainly to be taken 

1§o0 too Luther: ‘‘This God did and sent His Son, and condemned sin in the 
flesh through sin,” where epi zuaprias is translated through sin. We might indeed 
resolve or paraphrase xavéxpive by txvincs xeraxpivwy, but not, as Luther seems, though 
not necessarily, to have construed riz Was by ircincs riuas. 
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not as a relative in which, as in ii. 1, but as a conjunction. As 

such it may mean: (1) guo tempore, so Mark 1. 19, Luke v. 34, 
John v. 7, comp. €v tavti xpove, év 6, Acts i. 21, and év & Kaipa, 
Acts vil. 20; (2) as an attraction for év tovt@ 6rt, either in co 
quod, quatenus, as far as, or propter hoc quid, propterea quod, 

quoniam, because, Heb. W3, comp. év Tov’T@ TicTevouev, propter 

hoc, on this account we believe, John xvi. 30, and ov« év tovtT» 

Sedvxalwpat, per hoc, by this am I not justified, Winer, p. 484, 

Heb, vi. 17. The temporal meaning cannot be accepted here, 
because the law was not merely powerless to abolish sin at a 
particular time when it was weak through the flesh, but was 
powerless at any time to do that which was the peculiar office 
of Christ. There remains then nothing but the meaning “as far 
as,” or “because,” and indeed the latter is preferable, because 

what is here affirmed of the law’s weakness bears no limitation. 
It is powerless to abolish sin, not merely in so far as it is weak 
through the flesh, but by its very nature, just because wherever 
sin is confronted with sin its weakness is apparent. It is 
aodevns and avadenrés, Heb. vii. 18; ob ddvatas Cworroujoat, Gal. 
iii. 21. The imperfect (jcOéver) serves to indicate what con- 
tinued to be true up to the time of Christ’s advent; comp. 
the exactly similar imperfect, vil. 5, 6. In truth, this ddvvapia 

of the vouos continues even in the case of the redeemed Christian, 
so far as he is still cdp£, comp. vii. 14-25. On the other hand, 
with respect to the most essential aspect of his ego he has become 
mvevpa, and as such is competent to the wAnpwous vomou, as is 
explained at length, viii. 1 ff. The weakness of the law was 
brought about dua tis capkds. The cap& was the mediating 
cause. In conflict with the Nomos it showed itself the stronger. 
—0 Beds tev éEavTod viov Tépabas év Opormpatt capKos dpaptias] 

By putting tov éavtod vidv first, marked emphasis is laid on God’s 
act of love. Just as by éavtod (comp. idvos vids, viii. 32) the 
filial relation of Christ is described as a metaphysical one (comp. 
on i. 3), so by wéwaewv «tr. Christ’s personality is described as 
a pre-existent one, comp. Gal. iv. 4; John x. 36, xvii. 3, etc.: 

amoaTéhXew eis TOV Kocwov. But Christ appeared not év capxi 
apaptias, which is the Ebionite conception, nor ¢v ouosdpate 
gapxos, which is the Doketic,’ but ev duovpate capKds duaprias, 

* Against this Doketic view Tertullian observes, contra Marcionem, 1. v. c. 14: 
* Similitudo ad titulum peccati pertinebit, non ad substantiae mendacium.” 
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which is the Biblico-Pauline. oap£ here is manifestly the entire 
nature of man, as in John i. 14, Rom. i. 3, ix. 5, 1 John iv. 2, as 

regards body and soul. But this odp&, as we know from vii. 14, 

18,25, is acap& dpaprias. Christ could appear indeed év capxi, 
but not é€v capki dpaptias, for He must of necessity be ywpis 
auaptias, Heb. iv. 15 (comp. John viii. 46, xiv. 30; 2 Cor. v. 21; 
Heb. vii. 26; 1 Pet. ii. 22, 11. 18), for the very end that He may 
be able xataxpivey thy duaptiay év Th capxi. Thus He appeared 
éy Ofol@maTte capKos duaptias, comp. Phil. ii. 7: év dpuoudpare 
avOperav yevouevos. Theodoret early remarked: ov« elev év 
OMOLOMaATL TAPKOS, GAN e€v OpoltbmaTe capKos GpapTias. 
prow pev yap avOpwrelav édaBev, auaptiav 5é avOpwrelav ovK 
éhaBe tovtov 6) yap TO AnPOev ory ouolwpa capKds, GAN 

Opol@ya capkos duaptias éxddece Tiv yap aviv éxov vat 
npiv THY avTiVY ovK ~xxev tuiy yvodunv, and Oecumenius: TO ev 
OMOLWpaTl OV TPOS TO GapKos Opa, GAA TPOS TO TapKOs 
apapttas. In the same way Theophylact: cdpxa éyovta opoiav 
Bev KaTa THY ovolaVv TH NwETepA TH ApapTwArAO, avayapTntov Se 
duote yap euvyncOn adpaprias, dia TodTO TO opolmpa tmpocéOnxev. 
Wherein this resemblance in Christ to human nature as a sinful 
nature consisted, we shall see later on. The fact that odp£& here 
denotes not merely the physical aspect, but the entire nature of 
man, and indeed as such is called a cap£ dpaprtias, corroborates 
our view of the notion of odp& in the seventh chapter. 

—xal Tepi duaptias] to be joined with méuas, whose pur- 
pose it specifies, not with catéxpwe. Taken alone, wept amaptias 
might no doubt intimate the relation between the mission of Christ 
and sin merely in general; but as it is a formula current elsewhere 
to denote the purpose of expiating sin (LXX. Num. vii. 8, Heb. 
nen; Ps. xl. 7, Heb. MNO; Lev. vi. 25, 30; Heb. x. 6, 8, 18; 
1 Pet. iii. 18), and, moreover, as the relation of Christ to sin has 
been expressly described in this epistle (iii. 24, 25, v. 11, 18) as 
that of a propitiator, this element, spontaneously suggesting itself, 
cannot by any means be excluded. On the other hand, the con- 
nection of thought, both with ver. 2 and with ver. 4, requires us 

to regard Christ as standing to sin not merely in the relation of 
its atoner, but of its obliterator. It would therefore be a one- 

sided course, supplying @vc/ay after the manner of the LXX., to 
take wept auaprtias here directly and exclusively in the meaning: 
“expiatory sacrifice.” On the contrary, we must leave to this 
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phrase its broader reference, and interpret: “respecting sin, on 
account of sin;” but in the thoroughly definite acceptation: “to 
obliterate by expiating sin.” 

—kKatéxpiwe THY apaptiav év TH capKi] The expression xaté- 
Kpwe is manifestly used in allusion to Katdxpipa, ver. 1. Because 
in Christ Jesus the xatdxpia is carried into effect on sin, it no 
longer exists for those who are in Christ Jesus. éy TH capki is 
to be joined with xartéxpuve, not with tv dyaptiav. Not only 
would the article be called for in the latter case (tiv év 7H capki), 
—the same reason not existing for its omission as in analogous 
instances, Winer, p. 147,—but the keenly contrasted order of 
thought also suggests the first method of connection. Sin had its 
home év capi, and as such could not be judged by the vopos. 
Wherefore the Son of God appeared év capxi, and by Him the 
judgment on sin was carried out év cape. The question is, in 
what way the «atdxpiya of sin was carried out. We might 
think of a sanctification of human nature by the sinless life of 
the Redeemer, a sanctification itself involving a condemnation, %.c. 
a victorious extirpation of sin in and out of human nature. But 
in this case the phrase xataxpivey is most strangely chosen. By 
that phrase we are driven involuntarily to think of a definite 
moment in Christ’s life, when an actual catdxpiua in the proper 
sense of the word took place. This is the moment of death, the 
Katakpiua being always executed in @dvatos, v. 16,18. Else- 
where, too, Scripture ever ascribes the obliterative condemnation 

of sin to Christ’s death; and the doctrine of redemption taught 
in the Roman epistle is wholly rooted in the idea that the cara- 
Kptwa of duaptia is supplied in the @dvatos, the aiwa Xpictod. 
The foregoing trepi duaprias also, as observed, points to the same 
conclusion, But just as little can the apostle’s doctrine of atone- 
ment, known to us from ch. iii—v., leave us in any doubt as to 
the way in which the catdxpipa duaptias is to be conceived as 
carried out in the @dvatos Xpuotod. The sin of mankind lay 
upon Him, their surety and representative (i7ép ajay duaptiay 
emoinoev, 2 Cor. v. 21), and in Him was condemned. And this 
condemnation was really carried out in the penalty of death. 
But then the sin condemned, 2c. expiated in the death of Christ, 

-1s eo ipso taken away and blotted out, to which the resurrection 
of Christ bears witness. Therefore they who are in Christ Jesus, 
with the remission at the same time enjoy the extirpation of sin, 
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both blessings subsisting in Christ in inseparable unity. The latter 
element had been already dwelt on in ch. vi. and vii. 1-6. But in 
the present passage it was necessary to put this expressly forward 
as the final aim of the atonement, the connection of thought with 
vv. 2, 4, where a real deliverance from sin is treated of, requiring 

it. xataxpivey therefore here, as regards meaning, is not = ¢o 
overcome or destroy simply, which is countenanced neither by the 
notion of the word nor analogous example, but=“to destroy or 
overcome by judgment, to take away by condemning, to obliterate 
by atoning.” So already Irenaeus: “condemnavit peccatum, et 
jam quasi condemnatum ejecit extra carnem.” Comp. John 
xii. 31 with xvi. 11; and as to the analogous amplification of the 
notion dccacodv, on vi. 7. The antithesis to advvatov Tod vopod, 
thus resulting, is as follows: “ The law was able indeed to condemn 
sin, but not so to condemn as by the condemnation to remove 
or erase it. But God by the death of His Son so condemned sin 
as by this very (expiatory) condemnation to destroy it.” The 
powerlessness of the law was the work of the odp&, because sin 
in human nature, condemned by the law, is not blotted out but 

only inflamed to so much the greater intensity. On the other 
hand, laid on the holy humanity of Christ, sin was blotted out 

and reduced to nought. But this leads us back to the expression 
ev opowwpate capKkos auaptias. The truth intended to be con- 
veyed here cannot be the christological one, that the Son of God 
appeared not é€v capxl dpaprias, but, because sinless, merely ev 
owolmate of such cap, for there was no occasion here for 
pressing the sinlessness of Jesus in opposition to any alleged 
sinfulness. Rather the expression is of a soteriological nature, 
and is meant to show how Christ was able to destroy duaptia év 
7h capki, because He Himself appeared év capxi apaprtias. But 
this description it was needful to guard against possible misunder- 
standing, by appending the more precise definition év ouormpare. 
Christ appeared év ouot. cap. au. means, therefore, nothing but 
this: that He appeared in the likeness of sinful humanity, in so 
far as He took upon Him our sin, and, as tt were (év opwowwpare), 

Himself became a sinner (Isa. ii. 12; John i. 29; 2 Cor. v. 21), 
in so far as in His malefactor-death, although holy in Himself, 
He appeared in the form of a sinner. But this malefactor-death 
was merely the crown and culmination of the course of sufferings, 
full of shame and ignominy, in which He appeared év oporduare 
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capkos duaprtias, a course stretching through His whole life from 
the cradle to the grave. “Eum vero in similitudine carnis peccati 
venisse dicit: quia tametsi nullis maculis inquinata fuit Christi 
caro, peccatrix tamen in speciem visa est, quatenus. debitam 
sceleribus nostris poenam sustinuit,’ Calvin. If it is supposed 
that a mere assumption of another's sin involves no similarity of 
nature, we must observe that it is not even said that Christ 

appeared in a nature like man’s sinful nature, but merely in a form 
like it. Every.one condemned innocently appears év opovéparte 
of a criminal, without being himself a criminal. If, on the other 
hand, we seek the ouofwya in the liability to temptation of the 
odpé of Christ, this belongs to the very idea of human nature, 
and while it involves the possibility of sin, does not involve like- 
ness to it. Even of the first Adam, on the ground of liability to 
temptation, it could not be said that he was created év opowpate 
capkos duaptias. Least of all can the phrase before us, with 
Menken and Irving, be perverted to support the unscriptural 
doctrine of a sinful tendency dwelling in Christ Himself, and 
only overcome by non-acquiescence on His part. On this view, 
ofotwpa is meant to denote, not similarity, but identity. In this 
ease the qualification év ojwovpare were altogether superfluous, 
and the apostle would simply have written év capxt apaprias. 
Nay, the cataxpivery tTHv apaptiay év TH capKi would have been 
carried into effect, not by God at all, but by Christ by His non- 
acquiescence in the tendency to sin. If we join év TH capKi 
with xatéxpuve, this is not indeed to be referred directly to the 
oapé of Christ, where then avtod (Eph. ii. 15) would have been 
added. The subject is the general condemnation of sin in the 
very human nature in which it has its seat. But this human 
nature in which sin was condemned is of course none else than 
the human nature of Christ. In the interpretation of this verse, 
expositors for the most part divide into two classes: one referring 
the words 7repi auaptias and Katéxpwe THY awaptiay év TH capKt 
exclusively to the expiation of sin by the death of Christ; the 
other, exclusively to the blotting out of sin by Christ’s holy life. 
But the truth, as we have confessed, lies in the truth that com- 

bines both. The precise point treated of is the blotting out of 
sin by means of expiation. 

Ver. 4 states the design (iva) with which God xatéxpive tip 
dpaptiay év 7h capxt. But of course this design is to be con- 
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sidered as actually accomplished, so that, instead of the par- 
ticle of design iva, the particle of result ote might have been 
used. ia 70 Sixalmpa tod vopouv TAnpwhh év piv] We have 
already passed in review the various senses in which déscalo@pa 
occurs in the N. T. in general,—(1) Judicial ordinance in general, 
legal award, 1 32; Rev. xv. 4; LXX. Num. xxxi. 21; 1 Sam. 

xxx. 25. Closely allied to this, (2) legal demand, statute, ordinance, 
moral precept, ii. 26; Luke i. 6; Heb. ix. 1,10. (38) Fulfilment 
of right or law, right conduct, v. 18; Rev. xix. 8; Bar. ii 19. 
(4) Justifying sentence, sententia absolutoria, in opposition to Kata- 
Kpysa, sententia damnatoria, v. 16. Here the only choice lies 

between the second and fourth meaning. If we decide for the 
meaning legal demand, we must understand the statement in 
question either, with most modern expositors, of sanctification, or, 

with most of the older Protestant exegetes (in harmony with 
their exclusive reference of ver. 3 to the satisfactio vicaria), of 
justification. With respect to the first view, the demand of the 
law is fulfilled in us by the very act of our walking not after the 
flesh, but after the spirit. But, first of all, in this case dvcaiwpa 
must needs be taken in a collective sense, whereas in a collective 

sense it is found elsewhere only in the plural. And further, on 
this view it presents no contrast with xataxpipa, ver. 1; Katé- 
kpuve, ver. 3. Besides, 7AnpwOH would more suitably have come 
first than éccaimpa tod vopov. Referred to justification, the 
demand of the law would be fulfilled by justitia imputata. But 
if by rots ua xTr. the ground or condition of justification were 

meant to be indicated, the Pauline doctrine of justification would 
be entirely altered. Or if by these words the consequence of 
justification is meant to be indicated, we must (with Luther) 
interpret: in us who now (ae. having been justified) walk no 
longer after the flesh, but after the spirit. But we have no war- 
rant for interpolating a vdv. There is left then nothing but the 
interpretation dvcatwpa = sententia absolutoria, justifying sentence. 
This meaning agrees well with the strain of thought, and yields 
a striking contrast to catdxpiya, ver. 1, and to Katéxpwe THv 
dpaptiav, ver. 3. For those who are in Christ Jesus there is no 
KaTdkpiwa, but a duxaiopa vouov, because in Christ Jesus apapria, 
which calls aloud for catax«pipa, is itself smitten with cataxpima, 
In perfect analogy with this, it is said in reference to the specially 
mentioned xapios rod mvevpatos, Gal. v. 23: Kata Tav TovovTwD 



CHAP. VIII. 4. 395 

ovK ort vO“OS = KATA TOV ToLO’TwY ovdéY eoTL KATAKPLLA VOpOv 
= év toils ToLovTo.s ETANPOON TO Sixaiwpa Tod vopov. Thus voor 
iot@pev, Rom. iii. 21, has now verified itself; for through the 
fulfilment of the law by believers the law has gained its due, so 
that over them the law can now pronounce its sentence of acquittal. 
“To duxaiwpa,’ remarks Bengel, “ antitheton, condemnatio, ver. 1. 
Peccatum est condemnatum: qui fuerat peccator, nunc recte agit, 
et lex eum non persequitur.” Comp. Rom. xiii. 8; 1 John ii. 9. 
Whilst by this. mode of representation the apostle guards the 
doctrine of justification from being mistaken for a mere magical 
charm that covers without at the same time extinguishing sin; 
on the other hand, in consonance with the entire course of the 

apostolic exposition, it is ever to be borne in mind that only on 
the basis of the perfect righteousness of faith can there be any 
question of real righteousness of life. Only because we are justified 
in Christ does the sin perpetually cleaving to us (vil. 14-25, 
viii. 8) no longer come into account. Only thus can the holy 
acts which are the fruit of God’s Spirit in those who are righteous 
in Christ be called a fulfilling of the law. Comp. our exposition 
of i. 6. wAnpotabat, ratum fiert, to be carried out, Luke iv. 21; 
LXX. 1 Kings ii. 27; 2 Chron. xxxvi. 21. év aiv, on us, 1 Cor. 

iv. 6, so that the dccalwpa vomov is carried out, and becomes 
visible on us, ae. by means of our spiritual walk. év myiv here, 
then, is not: im us, nor yet: by us, which would be bf’ Hyar. 

—rols ) KaTa cdpKa TepiTaTovow, adda KaTA Tvebpa] de- 
scribes the character of those on whom the justifying sentence of 
the law is carried out. But this character at the same time is 
the ground of the act. Primarily ro wvedua is the objectively 
real Holy Spirit, the self-subsistent divine Spirit. On the other 
hand, wvedpa without the article is the Spirit as a principle 
dwelling and active within man, a subjective possession. Comp. 
Harless on Eph. ii. 22. As, however, mvedua dyiov is already to 
be regarded almost as nomen propriwm, even where the objectively 
self-subsistent divine Spirit is meant the article may be left out. 
Comp. Fritzsche here, and Winer, p. 151. On the other hand, 
one can see no reason why, in certain connections, even to mvebpa 
in the subjective sense the definite article should not be added. 
Thus whether, in particular cases, the objective or subjective 
meaning obtains, cannot be decided with certainty by the insertion 
or omission of the article. As to the present passage, Bengel’s 
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remark is worthy of note: “ Spiritus denotat vel Spiritum Dei, 
vel spiritum fidelium, ver. 16. Hic est vis nova ab Ilo producta 
in nobis et sustentata: et de hoc sermo est, ubicunque caro stat 
in opposito.” Here, then, without doubt the subjective meaning 
is to be preferred; and zrvedua, in opposition to the odp€, is the 
pneumatic essence of man as the product of the dy.ov veda, the 
self-subsistent Spirit who is active in man. Comp. John iii. 6: 
TO yeyevynuévoy ek TOD TvEvpaToS, TVEbua éoTLY, ie. the spiritual 
nature and essence, in opposition to the cap£, the corrupt, carnal 
huinan nature, is the product of the self-subsistent, personal Spirit 

of God. In this passage, then, we must interpret : “ To walk by the 
rule of corrupt, carnal human nature,” and “ by the rule of renewed, 
spiritual human nature.” But Theophyl. rightly observes: cata 
capka 6) 0 Tov odpKa Kuplav TAS Cwhs Kal déctrowvav Tis 
vwuyijs. The substance of vv. 1-4, Luther indicates rightly in the 
marginal note: “ Although sin still rages in the flesh, it condemns 
not, because the Spirit is righteous, and strives against it. Where He 
is not, the law is so weakened and overpowered by the flesh that 
it is impossible for the law to help man, save to sin and death. 
Wherefore God sent His Son, and laid on Him our sin, and thus 

helped us by His Spirit to fulfil the law.” “ Caeterum aliud est 
servire carne legit peccati, cum legit Det mente servitur, quod de 
renatis, quia non prorsus spirituales sunt, affirmatur cap. vu. v. 
ult. aliud ambulare non secundum spiritum, sed secundum carnem, 
quod in renatis locum non habet, nec cum gratia Dei aut fide 
justificante consistere potest. Quia ibi invita servitus est, hic 
voluntaria in iis, quae caro dictitat, exequendis occupatio: nam 
To ambulare studiwm et frequentationem peccati voluntariam et 
malitiosam infert, Ps. i. 1. Jb¢ caro luctatur quidem adversus 
spiritum, non autem ei praedominatur, hic vero praedominatur 
caro. Renati ergo etsi imbecillitates carnis adhuc sentiant, non 
tamen secundum carnem ambulant, aut carnalibus desideriis 

indulgent,” Calov. 
Ver. 5 contirms (yap) july, Tots pa) Kata odpKa TepiTaTovoL, 

ara Kata tvedua. For those who are in Christ Jesus there is 
no Kataxpipa, but ducaiwpa vopov, because they are no longer, as 
once, Kata capka, but Kata wvedua. But instead of evar Paul 
had just written: wepurateiy kata cdpka, cata Tvedpa. He 
therefore explains in this verse how the latter results necessarily 
from the former. From cata cdpka civas follows Ta tis capKos 
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dpovetv ; on the other hand, from cata veda elvar follows ta 
Tov mvevwatos dpovelyv. But from ta ths capKos, Ta TOD 
mvevpatos ppovelv, results again, of necessity, kata odpKa, Kata 
mvedua tepirateiv. Thus ta Tis capKos, TOD TvevpaTos hpoveir, 

forms the intermediate notion between cata cdpxa, kata Tredwa 
eivat, and Kata odpka, Kata Tvedpa Tepirateiv. We walk not 
after the flesh, but after the Spirit. For only they who are after 
the flesh are fleshly-minded, and therefore walk after the flesh ; 
but they who are after the Spirit are spiritually-minded, and there- 
fore walk after the Spirit. But we are not after the flesh, but after 
the Spirit. (Comp. tpeis 5¢ od« éoré ev capkl, adN év rvevpatt, 
ver. 9.) Therefore we walk not after the flesh, but after the 
Spirit. of yap xata cdpxa dvtes] qui carnis indolem referunt, 
synonymous with év capkl, capkixoy eivat. “They who are after 
the flesh, ze. they who carry in them the nature of the flesh, are 
fleshly.” To this corresponds the opposed of dé cata muetdya, se. 
OvTEs. 

—Ta Tis capKos fpovotow] Comp. Matt. xvi. 23: od dpoveis 
Ta Tod Oeod, GANA TA THY avOpworrav ; Phil. iii. 19: of Ta érriyeva 

gpovoovtes ; Col. iii. 2: Ta avw dpovelv. dpoveiv te signifies to 
direct thought and endeavour to something, to brood upon, strive 
after something. ta THs capxos=what is of the flesh, what 
belongs to the flesh, the interests, aims, and possessions of the 

odp&. The antithesis of this is Ta tod mvevparos, sc. dpovodow. 
From this dpovely ta Tis capkos, Tod Tvertwatos, follows next of 
necessity and naturally wepuratety Kata ocdpxa, Kata Tvetpa. 
Endeavour corresponds to being; action, to endeavour. 

Ver. 6 states the reason why they who are xata rvebya, Ta 
Tod mvevpatos ppovotow. They do it because the dpovnua of 
the odpé is Oavatos, but the Ppovnpa of the mvedpua, Ca2}.— 7d 
yap Ppovnua tis capKos Oavaros] for the striving of the flesh is 
death. This is not to be resolved and paraphrased directly by 
the proposition : “for the striving of the flesh has death for its 
result.” Rather is @dvatos (in which notion here again the 
element of spiritual misery especially predominates, as the con- 
trasted eipyvy shows) conceived as already realized (comp. téca 
téOvnxe, 1 Tim. v. 6, and Eph. ii. 1, 5), as not merely a result, 
but characteristic note, immanent property of a carnal disposition. 

In favour of this tells not merely the expression itself taken in 
its simplest sense, but also the comparison of 7d mvetua fw in 
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contrast with 7d cdma vexpov, ver. 10. Further, we must not 
interpret : “ for the striving of the flesh is directed to death,” ze. 
the object of carnal effort is death, for the simple reason that 
every one, even the carnally-minded, seeks after life, not death. 

—70 5é hpdvnpa tod rvedpatos, far Kai eipyvy] but the striving 
of the Spirit is life and peace. Cwy is put first as the direct 
antithesis of Oavatos.  elpyvn, peace, as a subjective spiritual 
quality, comp. 11. 10, sets in relief that element in the more 
comprehensive notion of fw which here comes chiefly under 
consideration. “ Addito verbo, pax,’ says Bengel, “ praeparat sibi 
transitionem ad v. sq., ubi describitur inimicitia.” But this fo7 
and eipyvn, in which the ¢povnua of the mvedpma consists, is 
nothing else than that which is already directly associated with 
Sixaiwos. Sixaiwows ex tiotews is Swi) Kai eipjvn,i. 17, v. 1; 
but justification being naturally and inseparably bound up with 
man’s renewal to a pneumatic essence, cata tvedua or év TvevpaTt 
eivat likewise is wi xat efpyvn. The same is true also of the 
ppovnua tov mvevwatos, the immediate and necessary conse- 

quence of eivas év mvedpate. Just as the veda itself, ver. 2, 
is Son Kal eipyvn, so also is the povnua Tov mvevpatos. Rightly 
remarks Bengel: “ @avatos... §w}, in hac jam vita cum con- 
tinuatione in altera.” 

Ver. 7 states the reason (167, proptereca quod, because, for, see 
on i. 19) why the striving of the flesh is death, for it is éyOpa eis 
Oeov] enmity against God, the sole source of life. As here the 
carnal disposition, so in Jas. iv. 4 the love of the world is called 
éxOpa tov Geod. But the Ppovyya of the flesh is enmity against 
God— 
—T® yap vou Tov Oeod ody brotaccetat] for it is not subject 

to the law of God.. The rebel against the law of a ruler is an 
adversary (€y@p0s) to the sovereign who gives the law. But it 
is not subject to the law of God— 

—ovdé yap Svvata] for neither can tt be. It cannot be, 
because it is against its nature, the nature of the carnal dis- 
position being simply rebellion against God and His law. Just 
as in presence of the ocap£ an ddvvauia of the voyos holds 
good, ver. 3, so, on the other hand, in presence of the voyos 

an ddvvauia of the cap holds good. The vopos is unable 
to master the odp&, because by it the latter is only the more 
provoked and inflamed, and the cap& is unable to submit to 
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the vouos, nay, necessarily revolts against it, just because the 
vouos is pneumatic in essence, the opposite of the carnal nature, 
vii. 14. The present verse contains a strong argument against 
the doctrine of the so-called liberwm arbitrium of the natural man. 
This carnal disposition, which cannot submit to God’s law, is 
neither the product of man’s spontaneous determination, nor can 
it be got rid of by spontaneous determination. On the contrary, 
according to the aposile’s teaching, it constitutes his actual 
original nature. How far this is the case vii. 14-25 shows, 
where it has been described to us how this cdpé€, still remaining 
even in the regenerate man, despite the fact that his éye, his vods, 
has become pneumatic, is by an inner necessity dominated by the 
principle of rebellion against God’s law. Notwithstanding, the 
regenerate man is no longer cata odpxa, and has no ¢povnyua Tis 
aapkos, because the odp& has been reduced to the position of a 
subordinate element in his nature, always deplored and always 
resisted, his real ego, the ruling principle of his personality, 
being the pneuma. 

Ver. 8. of d€ €v capki dvTes, Pe apécas od Svvaytat] but they 
that are in the flesh cannot please God. This proposition, intro- 
duced by the metabatic 5é, couples on directly to the first 
proposition in ver. 7, dort... es Oeov, TH yap voww ... Stvarar 
being simply interpolated to confirm the latter proposition. “The 
striving of the flesh is enmity against God ; but they that are in 
the flesh cannot please God.” Thus is made good the proposition 
of ver. 6: “the striving of the flesh is death.” For enmity 
against God that has God’s displeasure as its result, cannot be 
conceived without death as its result, nay, is itself death simply 
and absolutely. Upon éy@pa eis ec follows invariably the épy7 
Geot, which is here expressed by Od dpéoau od Sivavtar. év 
capxi eivas (comp. vii. 5), to be in the flesh, to live and move in 
it, differs from «ata odpxa, viii. 5, capkixov ecivas, vii. 14, 
merely as to the form, not as to the substance of the conception. 
ev indicates the element or sphere, cata the rule or course. The 

distinction made (2 Cor. x. 3) between év capxi mepimateiv and 
kata oapka otpatevecbau lies not in the formula in itself, but 
in the fact that there cap is used the first time in a physical, 

the second time in an ethical sense. Just as the phrase ey Opa 

eis Oeov, ver. 7, forbids our taking dpovnua ris capKos as 

mere sensuous feebleness instead of malignant Opposition of 
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the will to God, so Oe@ adpécar ov Svvavtas in this verse 
forbids our thinking of the ddvvayia of the ocap€&, ver. 7, as a 
merely innocent instead of a guilty incapacity. “To be 
carnally-minded,” says Luther in the marginal gloss, “is when 
one seeks not after God, or cares not for Him, and knows 

nothing of Him.” 
Ver. 9. The apostle here omits the proof of the second half of 

ver. 6, namely, that the dpovnwa tod mvevparos is Swi) Kal eipyvn, 
because it is ¢iAda Oeod and is in the possession of strength for 
the wAjpwors vouov, and therefore has the evdoxia Oeod as its 
result,—a proof that is in fact implied as an antithesis in vv. 7, 8, 
and formally drawn out would have rendered the exposition flat 
and prolix,—and instead of this proceeds at once to apply ver. 8 
antithetically to the Roman church. The truth expounded vv. 1-8, 
in general terms, that they who are in Christ Jesus are no longer 
in the flesh and death, but in the spirit and life, is here expressly 
and specially applied to the readers, and this in such a form as 
at the same time to challenge them to prove whether or not this 
glorious assumption is founded in fact. év mvevpate] Opposite 
of év capi, in the element of the spiritual nature, synonymous 
with kata tvedma, ver. 5,= mvevpateKol. 

—elrep Trvevdpa Oeod oixet év tyiv] elzep Chrysostom was the 
first to interpret by ésre’zrep, quandoquidem, appealing to 2 Thess. 
i. 6. This may be the meaning of eiye indeed, but not of eizrep. 
Comp. Hermann, ad Viger. § 310, p. 834: “ etzrep, quod nos wenn 
anders (if at all events) dicimus, ita ab eye, quod nos dicimus 
wenn denn (if then) differt, quod eirep usurpatur de re, quae esse 
sumitur, sed in incerto relinquitur, utrum jure an injuria sumatur 
(see confirmatory instances in Hartung, Lehre von den Partikeln 
der gr. Spr. Th. I. p. 343); eiye autem de re, quae jure sumta 
ereditur. Eisrep Soxet cot, wenn es anders dir so gefallt (if at all 
events it seem good to thee) dicimus ei, de quo non certo scimus, 
quid ei placeat, aut de quo id nescire simulamus. Elye doe? cor, 
wenn es denn dir so gefdllt (if, indeed, it seem good to thee), 
dicimus ei, de quo scimus, quid ei placeat.” This meaning el7rep 
has also in all other passages of the N. T., ver. 17, 1 Cor. viii. 5, 
xv. 15, 2 Cor. v. 3, where likewise eizrep, not elye, should be 

read, 2 Thess. i. 6; see on Rom. iii. 30; 1 Pet. ii. 30." Here 

1 According to Tholuck also, Beitrdge zur neutest. Sprachcharacteristik, p. 146; 
and on this passage the distinction can be verified universally both in classical and 
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this meaning must be the more firmly held (audiBorlas éoriy, 
remarks Theodoret on etzrep), as the subjoined e 6€ tus mvedua 
Xpictod ot« &yes shows that the apostle would here urge the 
church to examine whether their Christian profession were not a 
mere show without their really possessing the Spirit of Christ. 
This is not necessarily inconsistent with the glorious testimony 
that he bore to their faith, i. 8, e/rep, “if at all events, if as I 

may presume,” involving no positive doubt. With ofxel év tpi, 
comp. 1 Cor. iii. 16, also vi. 19; 2 Tim. i. 14. ovxety doubtless 
implies the notion of a permanent abiding, without the element 
of permanence being meant to be specially emphasized in distinction 
from a mere momentary, fleeting phenomenon. But eivar év 
mvevpatt, being in a spiritual nature, is the consequence of the 
évolknats Tod Tvevparos, of the indwelling of the Spirit of God. 

—ei S€ Tis Tvedpa Xpiotod ovK eye] The wvedua Xpioctod 
(Phil. i. 19; 1 Pet. i. 11), as the interchange of mrvedua Geod and 
mvevua Xptotod shows, is not different from the former. This 
identity follows also from vii. 14 f., comp. with Gal. iv. 6. Both 
denote here the self-subsistent divine Spirit, which svedua with 
the addition dyov, Oeod, Xpiorod, invariably signifies. Therefore 
mvedvpa Ocod, Tvedua Xpiotod, is the Spirit that is the common 
possession of God and Christ, not the Spirit sent by God and 
Christ to men, proceeding from both in time. This is proved by 
Gal. iv. 6: éfaméoreinev 6 Oeds TO Treva TOD viod avToD els TAs 
Kapdias tyav. If God sends the Spirit of His Son, He cannot 
be called the Spirit of the Son because the Son sends Him into 
the heart. But if He is called the Spirit of the Son because He 
is the possession of the Son, so much the more must He be called 
the Spirit of God because He is God’s possession, for this reason, 
that the Son possesses only what the Father does. Were He 
merely called God’s Spirit because God sends Him, it would be 
said indeed éeEarréotevWev 0 Oeds TO Tredua avTod, but not Td 
mvedpa Tod viov avtov. There is no inconsistency here with 
1 Cor. ii. 12, vi. 19, for it is self-evident that the Spirit who is 

God’s proceeds also éx Geod or aro Oeod. Only because God and 
Christ possess Him can they impart Him to men, or, in dogmatic 

N. T. usage, and only disappears in degenerate Greek, that e/xep = ‘‘if at all events,” 
expresses slight doubt, sys = ‘‘if then,” an admitted assumption. Meyer, indeed, 

now disputes Hermann’s canon, but allows that the meaning assigned by the latter 
exclusively to «/zep suits the connection in the present passage admirably, 

Puiwipri, Rom. I, 2C 
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terminology, the temporal sending of the Spirit into believers’ 
hearts by the Father and the Son is based upon His eternal 
procession from both. Thus the present passage contains, without 

doubt, a dictum probans for the occidental doctrine of the pro- 
cessio Spiritus S. a patre filioqgue. Certainly that the vedua Oeod 
kal Xpictovd is to be conceived as a self-subsistent, personal 
principle, not as a mere impersonal divine power, both immanente 
and transeunte, does not follow directly from the present passage 
alone, but is made good in other ways from N. T. teaching. 
Further, if the Pneuma is equally the eternal possession of God 
and Christ, if mvedua Qcod = mvetpa Xpiotod, then is Xpicros 

also Himself = @ecs. “ Spiritus Det, spiritum Christi. Testimonium 
illustre de 8. Trinitate,”’ remarks Bengel. But Paul in this 
passage uses the expression mvedua Geod interchangeably with 
mvedpa Xpioctod, just because the truth of ov« eivar Xpiotod, 
where God’s Spirit is wanting, is thus the more clearly apparent. 

—ovTos ovK éotiv avtov| With eivar Tob Xpiotod, comp. 1 Cor. 
iii. 23, 2 Cor. x. 7, and ot tod Xpiotod, 1 Cor. xv. 23, Gal. v. 
24. “To be Christ’s” =to be Christ’s property, to belong to Him. 
This denotes a relation of possession by another not of a mere 
outward, but of an inner nature, so that in substance it really 

coincides with évy Xpiot® "Incod eivar, comp. Gal. iii. 28, 29: 

mavTes yap vpeis els eote ev Xpict@ “Inood. Ei € wpeis 
Xpiorod. But whoever has not the Spirit of Christ belongs not 
to Christ, because Christ imparts His Spirit to all that belong to 
Him. Thus the possession of the Spirit of Christ is the cha- 
racteristic note of those belonging to Him. Comp. 1 Johniv. 13: 
"Ev tovtT@ ywookopev, bts ev a’T@ pévomev, Kal avTos ev itv, 
dtu €x TOU TvEevpaTos avTOD dédwxev Hiv. As to ed ov instead 
of ef wn, comp. Winer, p. 599. The ov here belongs to the 
verb, not to the conditional particle. ov« éyew = to be without, 

destitute of. 
Ver. 10. Result of belonging to Christ. e? dé Xpiords ev bpiv] 

After ver. 9 we should have expected ef 6& wvedpua Xptotod 
éyere, or ef S€ mvedpa Xpiotod év ipiv. But here, as in avrovd 
civat, ver. 9, the necessary consequence is at once stated, for in 
His Spirit Christ Himself dwells in us. By faith we are év 
Xpist@ Inoov, ver. 1, comp. 1 Cor. i. 30; 2 Cor. v. 17, xiii. 4; 
John vi. 56. From this it follows that we are partakers of the 
cvedpa Xpictod, vv. 2,9. But, in His rvedpa, Xpuoros Himself 
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is €v muiv, ver. 10, 2 Cor. xiii. 5, Gal. ii, 20, iv. 19, Eph. ui. 17, 
Col. i. 27, John vi. 56, xv. 4, and with Christ the Father also 

comes to make His abode with us, John xiv. 23. Thus the 

unio mystica is carried into effect under its objective aspect in the 
real indwelling in believers of the triune God, the Father and the 
Son making their abode in believers’ hearts in the Spirit. “ Qui 
Spiritum habet, Christum habet: qui Christum habet, Deum 
habet,” Bengel. 

—To pev cdma vexpov 8 dpuaptiav, To Sé mvedwa For Sua 
Sicavocvvnv] The principal element, the result of Xpioros év 
vutv, lies in the second proposition, TO mvedua .. . SuKacoovyny. 

The preceding qualification, Td sda... dwaprtiav, ratifies our 
view of vu. 14-25, showing that even in the regenerate the 
capa Tov Gavdrov, vii. 24, is present. What the apostle has 

said of the regenerate man so far in ch. viii. might make it seem 
as if he were all mvedwa and f@7, which would be inconsistent 

with the exposition found in vii. 14-25. He therefore takes 
the description, hitherto treated ideally, and reduces it to its real 
dimensions. Thus what is said in vv. 7, 8 takes place partially 
even in believers, whilst no doubt the opposite, to be taken from 
those verses (TO povnua tod mvevpatos Sworn didia yap éote 
tov Oeov’ TO yap vouw Tod Oeod troTdcceTaL=TO Sé Tvedpa 
fon Oia Sixavocvvynv), is the ruling principle in their nature. 
Thus, while the second half of ver. 6 (ro gpovnwa tod rvevpaTos 
fay Kal eipnvn) is not, indeed, supplementarily demonstrated in 
the present verse, in conjunction with its demonstration implied 
as a tacit contrast in vv. 7, 8, it is applied directly to the readers 
of the epistle. The interpretation of the separate expressions in 
this verse differs very widely, according to the different views 
taken of this and the preceding chapters (comp. the account of 
the divergent explanations in Meyer, Fritzsche, and de Wette). 
In the first place, as concerns the expression To dé rvedua Con, 
it clearly points back to Td dé pdvnpa tod tvevpatos fun, 
ver. 6. The mvedpa here, then, is not the divine Spirit simply, 
for He would least of all by the apostle be called fo7. Rather 

is mvedpa the human spirit penetrated and sanctified by the 
divine Spirit, the pneumatic essence of the regenerate, itself, like 

the @povnwa issuing from it, peaceful, blessed life (fo Kal eipyvn, 
ver. 6). IIvetpa dé evtadda tiv w>Wwuxiv mpoonyopevcev (0 
Ifadnros), ws mvevpatikny Hon yeyevnuévynv, observes Theodoret. 
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The fy, then, is to be viewed not merely as future, but as 
actually present. On this view, it seems most obvious to refer 
the S:cavocvvn to inherent righteousness of life, vi. 18. But 
against this tells 6vd with the accusative=“on account of,’ for 
righteousness of life is not the ground of life. Moreover, taking 
into account the reference to the mvedua dyov in the present 

context, dywwovvn would have been spoken of rather than 

Suxcavoavvn. The dsxacocvvn, then, is the righteousness imputed 

to faith. With 70 rvedpa Son Sid Sixacocvynv, comp. 6 dikatos 
éx miatews Enoetat,i. 17. Thus the majority of the older, and 

several modern expositors. In exact analogy with the contrast 
contained in the present verse, in vi. 23 @dvatos as the devia 
TiS dpaptias was opposed to fw) ai@vios as the ydpiopa év 
Xpictd “Incod. Indeed, in ver. 6 the ¢povnua tod mvevparos 
was itself called f«@2 cal efpjvn. But it was not said that the 
spiritual disposition is the grownd of life. On the contrary, the 
ground of life is, and remains alone, the righteousness imputed to 
faith, from which issues the righteousness of life, or spiritual 
disposition by which faith is attested and maintained. Thus 
even this righteousness of life is partaker in the life that is the 
fruit of the righteousness of faith, and in so far also TO @povnpa 
ToD mvevpatos is fon Kal eipyvn, Comp. Jas. i. 25: 0 
Tapakipas eis Tov vopoy Tédevoy THS éevOepias, Kal Tapa- 
peivas, ... oUTOS paKdpios év TH Toijoe, (not Sva THY Toinow) 
autov éotat. Further, to refer ducavoovvn in this verse to the 
righteousness of faith, is not inconsistent with referring mvedpa 
to the human spirit become pneumatic. For the first thing the 
human spirit does when renewed by the Spirit of God is by 
faith to lay hold on the righteousness of Jesus Christ, and the 
eternal life which that righteousness secures. In this sense 
the older Lutheran dogmatics placed regeneratio as the collatio 
virium spiritualium ad credendum before justificatio. On this 
interpretation the meaning of the first clause now explains 
itself. To veda is opposed cdpua; to fon, vexpov; to dia 
Sixatoovynv, S¢ awaptiav. The oa@pa, then (comp. on vi. 12, 
vii. 23), opposed to wvedua, is all that remains of the believer's 
individuality after the mvedua is abstracted. It is soul and body, 

in so far as these are not permeated by the mvevpa, and are 
therefore the seat of sin still remaining. This c@ma, on the very 
ground of sin still present, is a c@ua Tod Oavdrou, vil. 24; “we. 
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it is just as much Ovytov, vi. 12, viii. 11, as vexpov. It is 
@vntov, in so far as death, which like the capa itself is to be 
conceived as both spiritual and corporeal, is only completed 
hereafter. It is vexpov, in so far as this death even at present 
dwells in body and soul as the dominating principle. Comp. 
BiCorsiol0, iv. 11 ff. ;Ephoiu 1, 5; Rev: 11,1. 

Ver. 11. According to ver. 10, @dvaros is still found in the 
Christian by the side of 7, because ayapria is still present by 
the side of wvedua. According to the present verse, @avatos is to 
be vanquished by a gradual process, and finally to be entirely 
swallowed up in fo7.— ei dé Td Tvetwa Tod éyelpavros *Incovv 
€x vexp@v oixer ev vuly] The mvedpa Oeov, mvedua Xpiotod, 
ver. 9, in whom Christ Himself dwells in us, ver. 10 (so that, 

inversely, this wvevpa also dwells in those in whom Christ is, 
ver. 11), is here called the Spirit of Him that raised Jesus from 
the dead, our #7 being included in Christ’s resurrection, vi. 4, 5; 

Eph. ii. 5; Col. i.13; 2 Tim.i.10. Therefore, if the Spirit of 
Him that raised up Christ dwell in us, in this Spirit is given to 
us the pledge (2 Cor. v. 5) that we are partakers in Christ’s 
resurrection and its blessed fruits. If, then, God that raised 

Christ from the dead, and thus brought life and immortality to 
light, has given us His Spirit, in whom is involved the pledge of 
our fellowship with the Risen One and of our participation in 
the power of His resurrection, it follows, cf course, that He who 
raised Christ from the dead will complete His work in us, 
and swallow up the death present in us in life, or that He will 
quicken the vexpov capa, ver. 10. 
—o éyelpas Tov Xpiotov éx vexpav] On the preceding ’Incodv 

Bengel remarks: “ Mox, in apodosi, Christum. Appellatio Jesw 
spectat ad ipsum; Christi, refertur ad nos. Illa appellatio, 
tanquam nominis proprii, pertinet ad personam; haec, tanquam 
appellativi, ad officium.” 

—fworonjoe Kai Ta Ovnta copata tuoav] “ Mortalia corpora 
vocat quicquid adhuc restat in nobis morti obnoxium: ut mos 
illi usitatus est, crassiorem nostri partem hoc nomine appellare. 
Unde colligimus, non de ultima resurrectione, quae momento fiat, 
haberi sermonem, sed de continua Spiritus operatione, quae 
reliquias carnis paulatim mortificans, coelestem vitam in nobis 
instaurat,” Calvin. Still the bodily resurrection, as the final 

goal of this life-giving process, is not excluded, but included with 
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the other, for the very reason that the o@ua on which the 
Sworroinors is carried out is to be considered as partaking of the 

nature of both soul and body; in Tholuck’s phrase, “the process 
of the body’s glorification as the outcome of the process of redemp- 
tion.” Respecting this twofold aspect of the Cworrofnots, comp. 

John v. 21 ff, also iv. 14, vi. 58. But, on the other hand, 

were capa merely the material body, and therefore only the 
bodily resurrection here meant, one would have expected, in the 
inverse order to the present, Ovntov, ver. 10, and vexpd, ver. 11. 

But, of course, the gradual absorption of @dvatos into fw can 
only take place through the gradual absorption of dwapria into 
duxatocvvn, conceived as righteousness of life, or of the c@pua into 

the veda, by which soul and body are hallowed and glorified. 
—8ia 76 évorxodv avtov év tyiv|] This reading is received by 

Erasmus, Stephanus, Mill, Bengel, Matthai, Griesbach, Knapp, 

Scholz, Hahn, and approved by nearly all modern expositors. 
The Elzevir edition, on the contrary, read: 80a tod évotxotyTos 
avTovd TvevpaTtos ev tiv; and Lachmann and Tischendorf have 
restored the recepta, which de Wette also thinks the original 
reading. The critical authorities are pretty evenly balanced. 
Comp. Reiche, Com. crit. I. p. 54 ff. The codices A B C, Cod. 
Sinait., indeed expressly have the genitive; on the contrary, 
DEFGJ; and from Maximi monachi Dial. iii. de s. Trinit. in 

Athanas. Opp. ii. pp. 228, 234, it appears that the orthodox de- 
fended this reading in their dispute with the Macedonians, in 
order to prove by it: 67s THs adThs éote piccws TO Pesta martpb 
Kat vid, because it follows from this reading: éru domep 0 TaThp 
éryelpet TOUS veKpous Kal Sworrovel, Op0lws dé Kal 0 vtos, oUTws Kab 

TO veda Cwotroret. They also asserted that the genitive is found 
ev dots Tols apyaiols avTvypadoss, and that the Pneumatomachoi 
had falsified the text in the interest of dogma. But, on the other 
hand, the accusative is found in the most ancient Fathers and 

translations, Iren., Orig., Tert., Peshito, Ital, therefore before the 

outbreak of the controversies referred to; and on this account the 

Macedonians, not unjustly, question the assertion of the orthodox 
in Maximus, that the genitive is found in all ancient manuscripts. 
But, inversely, it is just as little to be supposed that the orthodox 
on their part had falsified the reading, since, apart from the fact 
that this cannot be shown to have been the practice of the 

church, they were able to deduce the deity of the Spirit from so 
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many other passages in the N. T., and even for the Cworroveiv 
proceeding from Him could appeal to John vi. 63; 2 Cor. iii. 6. 
Furthermore, before the outbreak of the controversies mentioned, 

the genitive occurs once in Clemens Alex. and in Methodius, 
although the latter, another time, has the accusative. Even in 
still later Fathers—Chrysostom, Ambrose, Augustine—sometimes 

the genitive is found, sometimes the accusative. Thus a decision 
can only be arrived at upon internal grounds. These certainly 
seem to us to favour the accusative, dua 70 évoixody avTod mvetua 
ev vmtv, on account of His Spirit dwelling in you, i.e. because His 
Spint dwells in you (Luther: on this account, that His Spirit 
dwells in you); for if we suppose this supplement absent alto- 
gether, we shall still be compelled to supply it in thought. “ But 
if the Spirit of Him that raised Jesus from the dead dwell in 
you, He that raised Christ from the dead will also quicken your 
mortal bodies (just because His Spirit, the pledge of your fellow- 
ship with the Risen One, dwells in you, and God who gave you 
this pledge will not deceive you, cannot deny Himself).” It 
cannot be said that this supplement is useless, merely repeating 
what is contained already in the protasis. For, first of all, such 
a repetition would have special emphasis; and, again, the idea 
contained in the protasis is not so much repeated as simply 
expressly drawn out, since in the protasis it was not directly 
expressed, but only capable of being educed from it by inference. 
But the genitive, dua tov évoixodvtos avtod mvevtpatos év wiv, 
would add a new idea, and would therefore be linked on by a xa 
Touro, and this, xiii. 11; 1 Cor.-vi. 6; Eph. ui. 8; Phil. i, 28; 

3 John 5, Lachmann. Further, the transition of the accusative 

into the genitive seems more easily explicable than the converse 
change. In order to substitute the accusative for the genitive, 
there must have been a more exact analysis of the connection of 
thought, whereas the genitive suggested itself naturally, since it 
was customary to think of the Spirit as the mediator of the divine 
acts of creation and redemption ; and in this very place, without 
doubt, He is the principle effecting the Cworroinors of the Ovntov 
capa (ver. 2). 

The apostle has now delineated the spiritual state of the re- 
generate in all its features; the power of the still remaining 
odp&, which brings forth @dvatos, vii. 14-25; the glory of the 

mvedua, which is wy, viii: 1-9; and the operation, ever pro- 
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gressing and advancing to its final goal, of this latter principle in 
those who are not yet entirely wvedma, but still at the same time 
o@pa, vv. 10, 11. Now follows the admonition to walk also 

after the Spirit, so as from the Spirit to reap life; and not 
after the flesh, so as not to fall a prey to death, vv. 12-17. 
If the analogous admonition, vi. 12 ff, has as its postulate the 
description of the spiritual state of the regenerate man in its idea 
and completeness, the paraenesis now following relates to his state 
in its concrete reality, in which it is seen to be a state of progress, 
in the form of a contrast of mutually hostile powers. And thus, 
from the consideration of this state results the summons to 
subjugate the evil principle still existing, and energetically main- 
tain and prosecute the good. 

Ver. 12. "Apa ovv] draws an inference from vv. 1-11. Because, 
then, 7veduwa brings us fw, we are bound to live not after the 

flesh, but after the Spirit. “Habet autem haec conclusio vim 
exhortationis: quemadmodum semper a doctrina exhortationem 
solet deducere: sic alibi, Eph. iv. 30, monet, ne contristemus 

Spiritum Dei, quo obsignati sumus in diem resurrectionis. Item 
Gal. v. 25: Si Spiritu vivimus, et Spiritu ambulemus,” Calvin. 
The loving address— 

—aéderpoi] is meant to open and win the readers’ hearts to 
the admonition. It answers to adedgoi ov, which we last read 
vii. 4. What they became by divine act (@Oavatwéértes), vii. 4, 
this they are now to become by their own act (comp. Qavatodre, 
viii. 13), to affirm spontaneously the purpose (eis To... wa, 
vii. 4) of the divine act upon them. 

—odeihérar éopev ov TH capKl Tod Kata odpKa fhv] The 
antithesis @\Aa TO TvevpaTL, TOD KaTa Tvetpa Chv, which is 
indicated by the position of od (not: ovd« dperétar éeopev TH 
capi, but: dperétar eopev ... ov TH capt), is readily under- 
stood of itself. According to Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 844, in 
ep. ad Rom. Il. p. 131, and Winer, p. 410, the infinitive rod xata 
cdpxa Chv is to be considered as dependent on oerréras, after 

the model of the formula, opecAérns eiut tuvi twos. But the 
expression: “We owe to the flesh the living after the flesh,” 
appears to us harsh and strained; and we think it in any case 
more natural here to take the genitive of the infinitive, substan- 
tivised by the article, as is done so frequently, especially in Paul 
and Luke (Winer, p. 408), as the genitive of design or result, 
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comp. oni. 24. “ We are are debtors, not to the flesh, in order 
that we may live after the flesh;” ze, if we stood in a debtor's 
relation to the flesh, the design of this relation would be to incite 
us to live after the flesh. Or: “ We are debtors, not to the flesh, 

so that we live after the flesh;” ze. if we stood in a debtor’s 

relation to the flesh, the effect of this would be that we should 
live after the flesh. For that this genitive may also be a genitive 
of effect (Winer, p. 410), may be inferred, among others, from the 
formula previously cited: ddecrétns eiul twi twos. So: “I am 
thy debtor in a great sum” =“I am thy debtor, so that I have 
to pay thee a great sum.” 

Ver. 13. There is no motive for living a life after the flesh, 
for (yap) to live after the flesh brings death. i yap xata capa 
fre, wérreTe atroOvyicKew] We live after the flesh, when we give 
way to the inclination of the old man without restraint. péAdeTe 
atroOvncKewv, mors vobis proposita est, death is appointed you, lies 
before you, you must die, comp. iv. 24; 1 Thess. iii. 4; Jas. 1, 12. 
That aroOvycKew here cannot be understood exclusively of bodily 
death, one might suppose, would be self-evident, for this comes 
even to the regenerate man who lives after the will of the Spirit. 
Nevertheless, some modern expositors, prejudiced by a real idio- 
synerasy against the spiritual, or combined spiritual and physical 
conception of the notions @dvatos, vexpds, Ovntos, OvncKeiv, atro- 

O@vnoxeiv, would even here hold to the purely physical meaning. 
They have therefore been compelled to resort to more or less 
arbitrary or artificial supplements of thought, either: “you shall 
so die, that for you there is no dvdotaous,’ contrary to express 
Scripture teaching, John v. 28, 29; Acts xxiv. 15; or: “you 
shall so die, that for you #7 no longer remains, that you shall 

live a vita non vitalis in Hades.” But what, then, can we make 

of such passages as John vi. 49, 50, xi. 25, 26; 1 Tim. v. 6; 
Rev. iii. 2? How the above-mentioned explanation always has 
some expedient ready in such and many like cases, one may see 
among others from Kauffer, de Biblica Gwijs aiwviov Notione, 

Dresden 1838, pp. 100,114. We are further told here, p. 96, 
that even in Eph. ii. 1, 5, Col. ii 13, vexpos is used sensu proprio 

and per mpornwev for obnoxius vel adjudicatus morti. The unpre- 
judiced expositor has no choice but to confess that in the present 
passage a7roOvycKecy, in contrast with jv, embraces as wide a 
sphere as the latter, and that both terms, in manifest allusion to 
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vv. 2, 6, 10,11, denote the broadest conception of death and 

life. Here, above all, is meant spiritual and present, yet withal 
bodily and spiritual death. Just as Christianity acknowledges a 
transcendent and at the same time immanent God, so, too, it 

acknowledges a present and at the same time future S7. The 
same holds good of @dvaros. The oft-repeated objection, that the 
same word cannot at the same time have a natural and tropical 
meaning, has the less foundation, as @avaros, wherever it appears 
as the consequence of dpapria, denotes the wndivided idea of 
divine penal judgment, consisting in every kind of physical and 
spiritual misery. For those, therefore, who are év Xpior@ “Inood 

even bodily death remains no longer as a penal judgment, which 
alone makes it really @dvaros, but merely as the completion of 
aTroNUTpwcts, as a transition to fw ai@vos. Besides, whatever 
we are wont aud able to include in thought under the word 
“death,” this certainly the Apostle Paul was able to include 
under it. Comp. our exposition of the notion @avatos on v. 12. 
The declaration before us supplies a dictum probans for the pos- 

sibility of apostasy, the so-called amissibilitas gratiae. 
—el &€ mvetpate Tas mpakes TOD cépatos OavaTodTe, Enoec Oe] 

hv after the odp& has Odvaros as its result, Oavarody of the capé, 
fon. We may here refer wvevpmare to the objective Spirit of God, 
and take it instrumentally. By means of this Spirit of God 
dwelling in him, ver. 11, by whom he is led, ver. 11, the believer 

mortifies the flesh. Still the practice of Scripture is to make the 
Spirit use man as the instrument or organ of His activity, but not 
man the Spirit. We therefore think it best to refer avedpa here, 
in harmony with the meaning settled by us in vv. 4, 5, 6, 10, to 

the subjective, pneumatic character of the regenerate spirit, and 
to interpret not so much “ by the Spirit” as “in the Spirit,’ in 
analogy with mvedpate mepitateiv, ctoryev, Gal. v. 16, 25. The 

following mrvetpa Geod, ver. 14, referring to mvedpa in this verse, 

does not preclude this view, for even man himself is mvetma or 
év mvevpartt, in so far as he is the abode or under the influence 
of the mvedpua Ocov. Further, in ver. 13 mvedua only is spoken 
of in contrast with oda; on the other hand, in ver. 14 the 

mvedua Oceod is expressly mentioned, vv. 9, 11. The mpdéeus 
are not identical with épya, acts, deeds, but mpa&s is either 
“ behaviour, bearing,” Matt. xvi. 27; or “ business, occupation,” 

Rom. xii. 4; or sensw malo, an improbum facinus, a machinatio, 
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Luke xxiii. 51. In the latter meaning, the plural is specially in 
use, Acts xix. 18. So here and in the parallel passage, Col. iii. 9: 
amekovoduevot Tov Tadawv avOpwrov aly Tais mpdkeow avtod. 
They are the prava facinora, the machinationes, the molimina, the 
sinful tendencies of the cap&, of the madawos avOpwros. Rightly, 
therefore, Theodoret: tas mpakes tod cmpatos, tovtécte TO 
dpovnua Ths capKos, TA TOV TAOnudTwY oKLpTHmata. Moreover, 
it is only these that can be mortified (ic. the cap& ody Tots mabxj- 
Hace Kai Tals éervOvpiass, Gal. v. 24), not épya, for facta infecta 
Jiert nequeunt. This also confirms our view of the word c@pa in 
the present passage (comp. on vi. 12, vii. 23, 24, viii. 10, 11); 
for to the material body as such no mpaéews can be ascribed, but 
to body and soul, in so far as these stand in opposition to mvetya. 
Exclusively sensual tendencies cannot be meant here in con- 
sistency with the general kata capxa Shy. If it is alleged that 
the capa, in itself indifferent, only comes into account here as 
the executive organ of sin, still the tendencies of sin do not spring 
from the body. The reading ris capxés, not adequately attested, 
instead of tod cwparos, is to be regarded either as a.correct gloss 
or a correction, which arose from a wrong understanding of the 
word oda in this passage, but from a right perception of the idea 
required here. Qavarovv = xatapyeiv, comp. vii. 4. Melanchthon’s 
comment on this verse is noteworthy: “Si secundum carnem 

vixeritis, moriemini, Est autem secundum carnem vivere obsequi 
cupiditatibus carnalibus. Id vocant peccare mortaliter. Si spiritu 
actiones carnis mortificabitis, vivetis. Hic fatetur Paulus in 

sanctis esse actiones carnis et malos motus, sed tamen sanctos non 

obsequi illis motibus. Atqui hine sumi potest quae peccata 
venialia, quae mortalia dicuntur.” 

Ver. 14 confirms the promise of #7, given in fSjcecOe, ver. 13. 
Ver. 14 begins the confirmation, which is only concluded in 
ver. 17. Being under the influence of God’s Spirit is an evidence 
of divine sonship, ver. 14; for when the Spirit is received, He 
makes Himself known as a Spirit, not of bondage, but of divine 
sonship, vv. 15,16. But sonship is inseparably bound up with 
inheritance (namely, the inheritance of fw), ver. 17. éc00 yap 
mvevpatt Beod ayovtar| for as many as are moved by the Spirit of 
God ; but. according to ver. 9, these are all who really belong to 
Christ. ayeoOae mvetpate Oeod is the ground; mvetpats Tas 
mpages TOD cwuatos Oavatodv, the result. Where the latter is 
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found, the former must be present. Hence one expression takes 
the place of the other without difficulty, because one is derived by 
necessity from the other. mvetpats dyecOar is also found in Gal. 
vy. 18. dyeo@as is used of an abiding influence, in opposition to 
a transient impulse, to déperPar, 2 Pet.i. 21; comp. otxeiv, ver. 9. 
Man’s passive relation to the operation of the Holy Spirit is the 
primary and anterior; man’s active operation, the secondary and 
subsequent element. Without dyec@ar mvevpats Geod there is 
no mvevpate Tas mpakes ToD cwpatos Oavarovv. “Ita a Spiritu 
sancto agimur, ut ipsi quoque agamus.” 

—odrou] these, and no others. Comp. Gal. iii. 7: ywooxere 
dpa, Ott of éx TiotTews, ovToL eiow viol "ABpaauy. Would you 
then really be and remain God’s favoured children, and thus heirs 
of life, which without doubt is your wish, prove and attest your 
divine sonship by yielding to the influence of the Spirit :prompt- 
ing to mortification of the flesh. 

—viol Oeod] vios Oeod as a designation of the believer is used 
by Paul in opposition to d0dd0s, comp. in ver. 15 the antithesis of 
mvetua Sovrelas and mveipa viobecias, Gal. iii. 23-26, iv. 1-8. 
As long as man lives under the law he is éo0dXos, as such seeks 
by works to earn for himself reward, though reaping only wrath 
and curse, and stands before God his Lord and Judge with fear and 

trembling. Asa slave he has no part in the inheritance. Not 
life, but death awaits him. But by justifying faith man passes 
from a state of slavery to a state of sonship. Instead of the 
Judge’s wrath and curse, the Father’s love now rests upon him. 
Instead of the fear of a slave, he has now the trust and confidence 

of a child, and free access to the Father’s heart. But as a child 
he has a legal title to the inheritance. The vids is KAnpovopos. 
All this is secured for him by the Son of God, on whom the 
Father’s love rests by nature, Eph. i. 6, who redeemed him from 
the curse of the law, being made a curse in his stead, Gal. 1. 13, 

and having now become His brother, John xx. 17; Rom. viii. 29. 
Thus by faith he is invested with the rights of Him who is the 
Son by nature, whereas he himself is a child, not by nature, but 

by adoption. He is not pices, but Pécer vids, he has obtained the 
viobecia ; for dice: he is a Téxvoy dpyis, Eph. ii. 3, not a Téxvoy 
Geod. Comp. also Rom. ix. 26; 2 Cor. vi 18; Eph.i 5. Just, 
then, as in Paul, in harmony with the central thought of his 

teaching, the vio8ec/a is viewed in opposition to dovAeva, and tie 
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several elements of this idea coincide with the characteristic 
marks of this relation; so, on the other hand, John on his part 
employs the phrase réxvov Oeod in a meaning likewise in harmony 
with his mystical vein of contemplation. This mode of view 
occupies itself not with the contrast of law and gospel, justification 
by works and justification by faith, bondage under the curse of 
the law and freedom under grace. On the contrary, its central 
point of observation is the new spiritual birth from God, imparted 
to us through faith in Christ in contrast with natural, carnal 
generation. For it, the téxvoy Oeovd is identical with yeyevyn- 
uévos é« Ocod, John i. 12; 1 John iii. 9,10,v.1,2. This divine 

generation obliterates sin, the product of Satanic generation. The 
réxva Tod OYeod form for it the antithesis to the téxvous Tod 
diaBorov. Finally, in the Synoptics, likewise in conformity with 
their line of conception and representation, which, falling before 
Pentecost, falls also before the period in which the Spirit was to 
keep before Him the wondrous facts of atonement, justification, 
and regeneration as the central object of His contemplation, 
around which all His thoughts revolve, the natural, purely human 
side in the notion of sonship is more the ruling element. It is 
the idea of the child’s likeness in disposition to the father that is 
here specially brought forward, Matt. v. 9, 16, 45, 48; Luke 
vi. 35. Still there are not wanting points of accord with the 
Pauline idea of vioOec/a (especially in Luke, comp. xv. 18, 19, 21, 
xx. 36, but also in Matthew, comp. xvii. 25, 26), as conversely in 
Paul the element predominating in the Synoptics is found, Phil. 
ii. 15. éxvov, vids Oeod denotes, then, in Paul the position and 
privilege, in John the origin and natural likeness, in the Synoptics 
the identity in disposition of the child with the father. Only by 
combining these elements is the N. T. notion of a child of God 
exhaustively presented. One element follows naturally from 
another ; from justification, the new birth, from this the child-like 
mind answering to the mind of the Father in heaven. But 
in John is found only the expression réxvov, in the Synoptics - 
only vids Geod, in Paul both meanings. The former expression 
may have been selected by John in allusion to the etymology 
apparent on its very face (réxvov from tixktw, one begotten, born, 
a derivation more familiar to the popular consciousness than that 
of the word vids from dm with the digamma = dda), to which, as 
we have seen, he holds fast in his idea of téxvov. Moreover, 
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with him the woud has a certain touch of tenderness, 1 Jolin iii. 1, 
just as in the N. T. generally in affectionate addresses téxvoy or 
rexviov is very frequently used, vié never. (Heb. xii. 5 forms 
merely an apparent exception, because there it is a quotation, and 
the child is viewed as under age. On the other hand, it is said, 
Acts xiii. 10: uié dvaBorov, not téxvov diaBorov.) In Paul, vids 
and réxvov Oeov are interchanged in such a way that there seems 
to be no difference whatever in meaning, Rom. viii. 14, 16, 17, 

19, 21; Gal. iv. 7. Still, although both words alike indicate an 
inner relation of love on the Father’s part, a relation of con- 
fidence and right of heirship on the child’s part, in uéos withal 
the notion of maturity in distinction from immaturity under the 
law, which is not included in vids, may perhaps be specially 
emphasized, Gal. iii. 24-26, iv. 1-7. Hence, too, Christ as Son 

of God is ever called vids, never téxvov Geod. (The phrase mais 
Geod, applied to Israel, David, Jesus, Matt. xii. 18, Luke i. 54, 69, 
Acts iii. 13, 26, iv. 25, 27, 30, corresponds with the O. T. 
nin) 7p.) Miherators the Synoptics use only vids Oeod, because 

only the full-grown child can be called upon to imitate the 
father’s spirit. Finally, if the arrangement viol eiow @eod, re- 
ceived by Lachmann and Tischendorf in this passage, which is 
countenanced by the uncials, Cod. Sinait., and several Fathers, is 

genuine, vio’, in contrast with dodAc, ver. 15, would have the 

emphasis next to obTou. 
Ver. 15. For the truth of the assertion advanced ver. 14, the 

apostle appeals to the Christian experience of his readers. “They 
that are moved by the Spirit are God’s children, for you received 
not the spirit of bondage, but the spirit of sonship.” ov yap 
erdBete mvedbua Sovrcias Tadw els PoBov, GAN EAdBeTe Tvedwa 
viobecias] The antithesis of mvedwa Sovrcias and mvedua vio- 
Gecias requires that both the genitival relation and the notion of 
avebwa in both expressions be taken in a corresponding sense. 
mvevua viobecias, then, cannot be “the Spirit that works sonship, 
or places in a filial relation to God,” for the impartation of the 
Spirit is an effect of adoption, Gal. iv. 5, 6, not the reverse. It 

must therefore be interpreted, either: “the spirit that proceeds 
from sonship,” or: “the spirit that peculiarly pertains to sonship, 
the spirit of sonship, spiritus, qualis adoptatorwm est ;” Luther: “a 
child-like spirit.” The latter meaning most aptly falls in with 
the interpretation of mvedua Sovdeas, “the spirit that is the 
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characteristic of slavery, spiritus, qualis est servorum ;” Luther: “a 
slavish spirit.” The question then is, what wvedya is meant, 
whether the mvedya Oeod or a mvetpa avOpwrwvor, the objective 
divine Spirit Himself, or a subjective, human, although spiritual 

affection? For the first view, neither the connection nor yet 

Gal. iv. 6 is conclusive alone. For there the subject is not the 
mvedpa violecias, but the mvedua tod viod Tov Oeov, and the 

mvevpa might very well be conceived as the operation of this divine 
mvevpa in man. But in the nature of the case, the transition is 
easy from the wvedpa Oeod to His operation, the wvedua as the 
pneumatic essence in man. Thus the connection with ver. 14, 
where the wvedua Oeod is mentioned, to which certainly the 
mvedpa violecias in this verse corresponds, cannot be a hindrance 
to our interpreting the latter of the child-like spirit in man, 
which, as the operation of the divine Spirit, of necessity points 
back to His presence. But we hold, further, that this view 
is actually required by the antithesis with mvedya Sdovde/as. 
For the Spirit of God cannot be called a mveipa Sovdrelas, 
since He neither works bondage nor proceeds from it, or is a 
characteristic sign of it, being given only to children and the 
free, not to slaves. It is indeed said that mvedpa Sovdreias 
does not denote the spirit that men actually had under the 
law, but merely denotes negatively what the spirit that 
Christians had received is not. Thus: “the spirit that you 
received is not a spirit of bondage, but a spirit of sonship;” «., 
slaves possess not this Spirit of God, but only the children of 
God. adAuwy is said to belong, as the order of words shows, not 
to édaPeTe, but to eis poSov=eis Td madw goPReicPar, such, 
namely, as was the case under the law working wrath. But 
neither this negative conception of od yap éhaBerte mvedpa Sovdetas, 
nor yet this connection, right in itself, of wad, seems to us to 

remove the difficulty referred to. For the spirit of bondage may 
still be merely the spirit of fear; and when it is said: “ the spirit 
that you received is not a spirit of bondage that you should again 
fear,” or, “so that you will again fear,” it is understood, of course, 

“as took place when you possessed the spirit of bondage, ze. the 
spirit of fear,’ and the words understood: “as took place under 
the law working wrath,” are merely an attempt to conceal the 
identity of these two supplementary phrases under a variety of 

expression. The mvedpa dSovdefas must then always be so under- 
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stood that it may be conceived as an actual possession of man, 
therefore not as Spiritus Det, but as spiritus servilis hominum. 
The latter, indeed, is not so much received as simply possessed. 
Wherefore we must interpret: “you received not a servile spirit 
that you should again fear, as when you possessed this servile 
spirit, but you received a child-like spirit.” Thus de Wette 
rightly interprets mvedua SovAcias, viobeclas, a spiritual affection, 
such as one has in slavery, such as one has in sonship, and remarks 
that édadBere = Edwxev tbyiv o Oeds, indicates the objective source 
of this spiritual affection. Comp. Rom. xi. 8: édwxev avdrois o 
Geos rvebua Katavitews; 2 Tim. i. 7: od yap edwxev hytivy 6 Beds 
mvedpa Seidias, ara Svvapwews Kal aydmns Kal coppovicpod ; 
2 Cor.iv. 13. &yovtes 8€ TO avTo mvedua THs mictews ; Gal. vi. 1: 
Kataptivere Tov ToLodToy év mvevwate TpadTnTos; Eph. i. 17: 0 
Geos ... Sein tiv wvedpa codpias. The dovrela and the goBos 
were certainly the effect of the revealed véuos; but it is not to 

be inferred from this that the Roman Church consisted mainly 
of Jewish Christians, or that the apostle is here addressing merely 
the Jewish Christian portion of the church. For the operation of 
the natural law of conscience, which, according to i. 14, 15, the 

Gentiles possessed, is analogous ; and that Paul regards heathenism 
also as a state of bondage, is shown by Gal.iv. 8,9. On viofecias 

Grotius observes: “ Non satis habuit dicere Spiritum libertatis, sed 
dixit adoptionis. Nam qui adoptantur, si servi sint, et liberi ex 

servis fiunt et filii, Filii lege facti @eroé dicuntur in jure Graeco. 
Verbum est viofere?v, unde viobecia, quod et arrogationem et adop- 
tionem specialiter Romanis dictam comprehendit. Poterat et ab 
ipsa naturali generatione similitudinem sumere apostolus, sed ut 
ab adoptione sumeratur, hinc loco convenientius fuit, quia simul 
meminit status prioris, quasi servilis.’” But then, as adoption 
effects a complete transference to the relation and rights of a 
child by birth, the spirit of adoption as to its nature and results 
is not different from the spirit of sonship. The repetition of 
éraBere (it is written once in 1 Cor. ii. 12) occurs for the sake of 
emphasis, comp. Heb. xii. 18, 22; Eph. ii. 17, 19 (where Lach- 
mann reads cal eipyvnv and aAX’ éoré). 

—év & kpatopev] not: at whose instance, or: through whom, 
but: in whom we ery. «pave, Gal. iv. 6, here not, as usual 

elsewhere, of a bare outcry, but of a distinct call, as a token of 

joyous confidence, in contrast with trembling despondency in 

‘ 
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prayer. “ Clamor,” says Bengel, “sermo vehemens, cum desiderio, 
fiducia, jure, constantia.” 

—'ABBG, 6 watnp| In the Palestinian provincial dialect, the 
Aramaic 828 was employed instead of the Hebrew 38. The 
formula a884a, 0 matyjp, is found again in Mark xiv. 36; Gal. 
iv. 6. 6 aatyp cannot be regarded as a translation appended by 
the evangelist or apostle ; for in that case the usual interpretation 
formula: 6 dots, TodT’ Eats, 6 eos cOepunvevopevor, never wanting, 
especially in Mark (iii. 17, vii. 11, 34, v. 41, xv. 22, 34, also 
Matt. i. 23, xxvii. 46, John i. 39, 42,‘ Acts 1. 19, iv. 36, xiii. 8, 

Heb. vii. 2), would be added. Paul’s practice, on the other hand, 

is so little to interpret Hebrew phrases, that in 1 Cor. xvi. 22 he 
has even left the very unintelligible wapav a@d without explana- 
tion. 0 matnp, then, is a component part of the prayer itself. The 
observation of Grotius is untenable: “ Imitatur puerorum patribus 
blandientinm voces. Mos est blandientium repetere voces easdem”’ 
(similarly before him Chrysost. and Theodor.), as in this case 
aBBG, aBR4G, or 0 matnp, 6 matHp (Matt. vii. 22, xxvii. 46), must 
have been said. Still less to the point is Calvin’s - observation : 
“ Significat Paulus, ita nunc per totum mundum publicatam esse 
Dei misericordiam, ut promiscue linguis omnibus invocetur: 
quemadmodum Augustinus observat. Ergo inter omnes gentes 
consensum exprimere voluit. Unde sequitur, nihil jam differre 
Graecum a Judaeo, quum inter se coaluerint.” Not only is there 
nothing to suggest such a subordinate reflection, but, in addition, 
neither the connection nor the emphasis of the expression per- 
mits it. The more likely account is, that a88a, in use among 

the Palestinian Jews, passed over to the Hellenists, and from 
them to the Christians, just as phrases hike Abba, Jehovah, Im- 

manuel, etc., have passed over into our hymnology. But it was 
quite natural that in prayer, the language of the heart in confi- 
dential intercourse with God, the same address should be re- 

peated in the mother-tongue of the worshipper. Thus we should 
not readily say in prayer “Jehovah,” without adding “ Lord.” 
The opinion that a8@a is used on account of the child-like sound 
may be combined with ours, as it may indicate the reason for the 
Jewish form of address, aB84, being originally retained. Still it 
is a question whether the opinion does not depend too much on a 
transfer of modern experience and practice in the use of the word 
Abba. Comp. also Meyer here. o warp, the nominative with the 

Paruirri, Rom. L. 2D 
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article for the vocative, comp. Mark v. 8, 41, ix. 25, xv. 34; Luke 

xviii. 11, 13; Winer, p. 227. The apostle in the present verse 
contrasts the effect of the O. T. revelation of law with the effect 
of the N. T. revelation of grace. The one is the mvedpwa Sovrelas, 
the other the wvedpa viobecias. “ Neque tamen inde colligas,” 
says Calvin, “ vel Spiritu adoptionis neminem ante Christi ad- 
ventum fuisse praeditum : vel quicunque Legem acceperint, servos 
fuisse, non filios. Ministerium enim Legis cum Evangelii dispen- 
satione potius confert quam personas cum personis. Fateor 
quidem hic moneri fideles, quanto cum ipsis liberalius nune 
egerit Deus, quam olim cum Patribus sub Veteri testamento: 
externam tamen dispensationem respicit, cujus tantum ratione 
praecellimus: quia ut praestantior fuerit Abrahae, Mosis et 
Davidis fides quam nostra, quatenus tamen in speciem sub paeda- 
gogia eos Deus continuit, nondum ad libertatem, quae nobis 

patefacta est, progressi erant.” With this should be specially 
compared Gal. ili. 23-26 and iv. 1-6. How much more must 
the mvedua Sovreias have held sway over those who were not 
delivered from it, at least comparatively, by wiots in the émay- 
yeA/a, but remained as captives fast bound in the legal point of 
view! On the change of person, éAaPete, xpadfouev, Calvin 

remarks: “ Personam ideo mutavit, ut sortem omnium sanctorum 

communem exprimeret, acsi dixisset: Spiritum accepistis, per 
quem vos, ut nos reliqui omnes fideles, clamatis.” 

Ver. 16. avdro To wvedpa] means not: idem spiritus; Luther: 
the same spirit, for this would be to adto mvedua; but: apse 
Spiritus, the Spirit Himself, namely, the Spirit of God, in whom 
and through whom we have the wvedua viobecias, ver. 15. 

—ovppaptupe TO Trevpate jyav] 1 John v. 6-11. Vulg.: 
“testimonium reddit spiritui nostro.” Luther: “bears witness 
to our spirit.” So, too, several modern expositors. This sense 
would only be tenable upon owr interpretation of ver. 15; for if 
mvedpa is there taken in the sense of wvetdua Oeod, in the present 
verse we get merely a tautological and next to meaningless 
emphasis. If the children of God raise the Abba-cry in the 
Spirit of God, it is self-evident that it is the Spirit of God Him- 
self who bears testimony to their sonship. But it might very 
well be expressly stated, that in the child-like spirit in which the 
Abba-cry is uttered the Spirit of God Himself bears testimony 

to our spirit as to our filial position. However, there is no 
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example to prove that the compound cupmaprtupely can be taken 
as identical with the simple mwaprupety. Accordingly, cuppap- 
tupetv here, as in ii. 15, ix. 1, is to be taken in the sense of una 

testart, to bear witness along with. Our spirit witnesses our 
vioOecia, in the character of a child-like spirit, by its Abba-cry, 
ver. 15. But it does not witness this alone, but with it the 

Spirit of God does the same. But the latter witnesses this not 
by an immediate assurance, but by means of the general word of 
promise which He applies to the particular individual in whom 
He dwells. For whereas Scripture calls all who believe in Christ 
children of God, the Spirit testifies to the individual believer 

Thou art God’s child! This testimony of the Spirit is the first 
testimony, and withal the cause of the Abba-cry, which is the 
second. Against the Pontificii certitudinem gratiae infallibilem 
impugnantes, Calov remarks: “ Quod nostro spiritui testificatur et 
confirmat Spiritus S$. de eo nos indubitato certi sumus; quia 
testimonium Spiritus Sancti certissimum est et prorsus indubi- 
tatum, cui qui non credit, Deum mendacem facit, 1 John v. 10.” 

The asyndeton (instead of adTd +o mvedua we should have 
expected an ov povoy Oé, dAdd Kal avTo TO Tvedua) seems most 
easily vindicated, if, laying a sharper accent on avto and cvp—, 
at the end of the verse we supply the thought: “And thus 
for our sonship all simply requisite evidence is at hand.” 
Finally, the teaching of the 16th verse forms an antithesis with 
the Deistic quite as complete as with the Pantheistic view of the 
relation of God to the world in general and to the human spirit 
in particular. It shows that Christianity is the fellowship of God 
the Spirit with man, in abiding distinction from the human spirit. 

Ver. 17. ef 8é téxva, kal KAnpovomor] From our sonship follows 
necessarily, by the analogy of human law, our heirship, Gal. iv. 7. 
But this heirship, as an heirship of God and co-heirship with 
Christ, consists in d50£a or fw) aidvios (comp. the cuvdoEacbapev 
of our verse, and méAdovoa dd£a, ver. 18). Thus the truth of 

EnoeoOe, ver. 13, is established. The proposition ed dé réxva 
(copév), kal KAnpovdwor éopév, in the first instance, merely 
announces a truth universally valid, which is but more precisely 
defined by the subjoined xAnpovopor péev Oeod xTrA. Thus to 
Téxva and «\npovdpor a Geod is not to be supplied. 

—xAnpovopoe pev Oeod] In ordinary human relations, the in- 
heritance is only entered upon after the testator’s death, Heb. 
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ix. 16,17. In applying the comparison, this point is not to be 
regarded. The tertiwm comparationis is merely the patrimonial 
estate, which by right of sonship belongs to the son, and in the 
sphere of earthly relations is described as inherited estate. Comp. 
also Luke xv. 12. At most, the notion of death intervening 
before entry upon the inheritance might be retained in general 
terms,—there the father’s death, here the child’s death, which is 

the moment of transition to eternal life, or to the possession of 
the heavenly inheritance. 

—ovykAnpovouot 5& Xpictod| The inheritance of God, im- 
parted to the children of God, is really the inheritance of Christ, 
to participation in which they are summoned by adoption. He 
is the «KAnpovopos Kat’ é€oynv, Gal. iii. 16-18, Heb. i. 2; and 
incorporated in, Him by faith, they, too, come to participate in 
what He possesses,—they, too, become «Anrovemot, Gal. iii. 28, 29, 

comp. Rom. iv. 13. As in the old covenant to Israel and Jacob 
typically, so to Christ all rights of the first-born and heir are 
transferred. He is the mpwrtdtoxos év mroAXois adeAdois, ver. 29, 
and shares His patrimonial inheritance with His brethren, which, 
as a spiritual inheritance, by its very nature devolves to every one 
whole and entire. The wntheocratic reference of this passage to 
the Roman law of inheritance is as foreign as it is inappropriate. 
There an equal share in the inheritance belonged to all children 
by birth; so that in the application of this, the gracious act and 
interposition of Christ, the first-born and only real heir would 
be thrown quite into the shade. Preferable to this would be 
Wieseler’s opinion on Gal. iv. 7, that Paul has in view no 
particular law of inheritance at all. Still we believe, for the 
reasons indicated, that we must abide by the reference to the 
Jewish law of inheritance. 

—elrep cupracyoper] if at all events we suffer with, appends 
the indispensable condition on which alone every Christian may 
hope to attain to participation in the dda of Christ. Comp. 
Matt. xx. 22 f.; Col. i. 24, ii. 4; 2 Tim. i 11 f.; 1 Pet iv. dd, 
v. 1. No doubt the death of Christ procured for God’s believing 
children the title to future glory; but they can only preserve 
this title, and enter upon possession of the glory itself, by being 
conformed to His sufferings and death These sufferings are 

1 Calvin rightly observes, that here, not the causa, but the ordo adipiscendae 
salutis is indicated. Melanchthon says that cozréoxe is required, not as meritum 
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no doubt really martyr-sufferings, such, especially, as the first 
Christians endured in a marked degree. But the idea may be 
generalized and applied to suffering in conflict with sin, to the 
Gavatody tas mpakes Tov ceparos. All suffering on the part of 
the Christian is at root one and the same. It is renunciation of 
the world in its various forms. But the waoyew must be thought 
of as willing suffering; for only this makes the Christian, even 
the non-Christian being unable to avoid involuntary suffering. 
But if suffering is the inevitable condition of glorification, in this 
very fact comfort is necessarily implied; inasmuch as in that 
case, so far is it from casting a shadow on the hope of glorifi- 
cation, that it includes a new pledge of that blessing, v. 3 ff. 

—iva Kai cvvdoEacbaper] in order to be also glorified with 
Christ ; in essential meaning the same as, though stronger than, 
ota yap Kal cuvvdotacOnoopeOa (as is self-evident abv Te Xpiots, 
John xvii. 22; Rev. iii. 21). 6 yap toils oddév xatwplaxdct 
tocatta Swpyncapevos ayaba, btav idn Kal movijcavtas Kal 
tocavta madovtas, mas ovyl paAdov apelrerar, Chrysostom. 
The regular and necessary consequence of a thing is often, in 
energetic phraseology, viewed as intended by the thing itself. So 
here the glory that follows as a necessary consequence of suffering 
is pictured as the aim of the suffering itself, iva depending on 
oupTacyouey, not on cvyKAnpovopor. 

or pretium vitae aeternae, but merely as obedientia propter ordinem a Deo sancitum. 
Just so Calov: ‘* Passiones non conditio sunt meritoria, sed ordo, quem Deus in 
hominibus ad aeternam haereditatem admittendis constituit et observat. Causa 
enim unica constituta erat visdeciz vel adoptio.” But previously, upon xAmp. ¢. 
cuyxanp. xp., he had remarked: ‘‘Quum autem hic vita aeterna Aaereditas dicatur, 
manifestum est excludi operum merita, quae Papistae afferunt.” 
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Beck (J. T., D.D.)—OvuTLINES oF BiBLicAL PsycHoLoGy. Crown 
8vo, 4s. 

Bengel—GNomon OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. With Original Notes, 
Explanatory and Illustrative. -Five vols. 8vo, Subscription price, 31s. 6d. 
Cheaper Edition, the jive volumes bound in three, 24s. 

Besser (Dr. Rudolph)—BreLicaL Srupies on Sr. JoHN’s GOSPEL. 
Two vols. crown 8vo, 12s. 

Bleek (Professor)—AN INTRODUCTION TO THE NEW TESTAMENT. 
Two vols. 8vo, 21s. 

Bruce (A. B., D.D.)—THuHE TRAINING OF THE TWELVE ; or, Exposition 
of Passages in the Gospels exhibiting the Twelve Disciples of Jesus under 
Discipline for the Apostleship. Second Edition, 8vo, 10s. 6d. 

THE HUMILIATION OF CHRIST IN ITS PHYSICAL, ETHICAL, AND 
OFFICIAL AspEcTs. (Sixth Series of Cunningham Lectures.) 8vo, 12s. 

Brown (David, D.D.)—Curist’s Seconp Comine: Will it be Pre- 
Millennial? Sixth Edition, crown 8vo, 7s. 6d. 

Buchanan (Professor)—THE DocrriNE oF JUSTIFICATION: An Out- 
line of its History in the Church, and of its Exposition from Scripture, with 
special reference to recent attacks on the Theology of the Reformation. (Second 
Series of Cunningham Lectures.) 8vo, 10s. 6d. 

—— ON CoMFoRT IN AFFLICTION. Crown 8vo, 2s. 6d. 

On IMPROVEMENT OF AFFLICTION. ‘Crown 8vo, 2s. 6d. 
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Bungener (Felix)—RomE AND THE COUNCIL IN THE NINETEENTH ~ 
CENTURY. Crown 8vo, 5s. 

Calvin—His Lirz, LABours, AND WriTINGS. By FeLix BUNGENER. 
8vo, 8s. 6d. 

INSTITUTES OF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION. Translated by 
Henry BevrertmpGE. Two vols. 8yvo, 14s, 

Calvini Institutio Christiane Religionis. Curavit A. THOLUCK. 
Two vols. 8vo, Subscription price, 14s. 

Caspari (C. E.)—A CHRONOLOGICAL AND GEOGRAPHICAL INTRODUC- 
TION TO THE LIFR OF CHRIST. 8vo, 9s. 

Caspers (A.)—TuE Footsteps oF Curist. Crown 8vo, 7s. 6d. 
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Edition. 8yo, 10s. 6d. 
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REFORMERS AND THEOLOGY OF THE REFORMATION. 8vo, 
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Curtiss (Dr. 8. J.)\—Tue LeEviricau Priests. A Contribution to the 
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Edition, 8vo, 12s. 

BIBLICAL COMMENTARY ON THE Book oF Jos. Two vols. 
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BIBLICAL COMMENTARY ON THE PSALMS. Three vols. 8vo, 
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BIBLICAL COMMENTARY ON THE PROVERBS OF SOLOMON. Two 
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BIBLICAL COMMENTARY ON THE SONG OF SOLOMON AND 
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Delitzsch (Professor)—BiBLICAL COMMENTARY ON THE PROPHECIES OF 
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BIBLICAL COMMENTARY ON THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 
Two vols. 8vo, 21s. 

Doedes (Dr. J..—MANUAL OF HERMENEUTICS FOR THE NEW TESTA- 
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Critical Investigations in support of the Historical Character of the Four 
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Elliott (Chas., D.D.)—A TREATISE ON THE INSPIRATION OF THE HoLy 
SCRIPTURES. 8vo, 6s. 
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Study of the Scriptures of the New Testament. 8vo, 10s. 6d. 
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With Introduction, Expository Notes, and Dissertations. 8vo, 7s. 6d. 

PASTORAL THEOLOGY: A Treatise on the Office and Duties of 
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Fisher (G. B., D.D.)—THE BEGINNINGS OF CHRISTIANITY, with a View 
of the State of the Roman World at the Birth of Christ. 8vo, 19s. 
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Forbes (Professor)—THE SYMMETRICAL STRUCTURE OF SCRIPTURE; | 
or, Scripture Parallelism Exemplified in an Analysis of the Decalogue, the 
Sermon on the Mount, and other Passages of Sacred Writings. 8vo, 8s. 6d. 
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Gerlach—CoMMENTARY ON THE PENTATEUCH. §8vo, 10s. 6d. 

Gieseler (Dr. J. C. L.)—A CoMPENDIUM OF ECCLESIASTICAL HISTORY. 
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Gifford (Canon)—VOICES OF THE PROPHETS: Twelve Lectures preached 
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Glasgow (Professor) —THE APOCALYPSE TRANSLATED AND EXPOUNDED. 
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[ Vol. II. shortly. 
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MENT. 8vo, 10s. 6d. 

Heard (Rev. J. B., M.A.)—TuHeE TRIPARTITE NATURE OF MAN—SPIRIT, 
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T. and T. Clark’s Publications. 5 
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stitute. Translated from the French by WiLLIAM AFFLECK, B.D. Demy 
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Keil (Professor) —BrBLIcAL COMMENTARY ON THE PENTATEUCH. Three 
vols. 8vo, 31s. 6d. 

COMMENTARY ON THE Books OF JOSHUA, JUDGES, AND RUTH. 
8vo, 10s. 6d. 

COMMENTARY ON THE BoOKS OF SAMUEL. 8vo, 10s. 6d. 

COMMENTARY ON THE Books orf Kings. 8vo, 10s. 6d. 

COMMENTARY ON THE Books OF CHRONICLES. 8vo, 10s. 6d. 
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COMMENTARY ON JEREMIAH. Two vols. 8vo, 21s. 

COMMENTARY ON EZEKIEL. Two vols. 8vo, 21s. 
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MANUAL OF HIsToRICO-CRITICAL INTRODUCTION TO THE 

CANONICAL SCRIPTURES OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. ‘Two vols. 8yvo, 21s. 

Killen (Professor)—TuE OLp CATHOLIC CHURCH; or, The History, 
Doctrine, Worship, and Polity of the Christians, traced from the Apostolic 
Age to the Establishment of the Pope as a Temporal Sovereign, A.D. 755. 
8yvo, 9s. 
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Krummacher (Dr. F. W.)—THE SUFFERING SAVIOUR ; or, Meditations 
on the Last Days of the Sufferings of Christ. Eighth Edition, crown 8yvo, 
7s. 6d. 

Davip, THE Kina or IsraeL: A Portrait drawn from Bible 
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AUTOBIOGRAPHY. Edited by his Daughter. Crown 8vo, 6s. 
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HISTORY OF THE OLD COVENANT. Three vols. 8vo, 31s. 6d. 
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plete Critical Examination of the Origin, Contents, and Connection of the 
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COMMENTARIES ON THE OLD AND NEW TESTAMENT. Edited 
by Puitip Scuarr, D.D. (The volumes on NumBers and DEUTERONOMY, 
and IsAtaAH, completing the Series, will shortly be published.) “To purchasers 
of a Complete Set of either Old or New Testament the price is 15s. per volume. 
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CoMMENTARY, THEOLOGICAL AND HOMILETICAL, ON THE 
GosvELs oF St. MATTHEW AND St. MArk. Three vols. 8vo, 31s. 6d. 

ON THE GOSPEL OF ST. LUKE. Two vols. 8vo, 18s. 

ON THE GOSPEL OF ST. JOHN. ‘Two vols. 8vo, 21s. 

ON THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. Two vols. 8vo, 21s. 

Lisco (F. G.)—PARABLES OF JESUS EXPLAINED AND ILLUSTRATED. 
Feap. 8vo, 5s. 

Luthardt, Kahnis, and Bruckner—THE CuurcH: Its Origin, its 
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St. JOHN’S GOSPEL DESCRIBED AND EXPLAINED ACCORDING 
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Macdonald (Rev. Donald)—IntTRopUCcTION To THE PENTATEUCH: An 
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Design of the Mosaic Writings. Two vols. 8vo, 21s. 

-——— THE CREATION AND Fatu: A Defence of the First Three 
Chapters of Genesis. 8vo, 12s. 
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Martensen (Bishop)—CuristiAN Docmatics: A Compendium of the 
Doctrines of Christianity. 8vo, 10s. 6d. 

CHRISTIAN Eruics. 8vo, 10s. 6d. 

Matheson (Geo., M.A., B.D.) —GRoOWTH OF THE SPIRIT OF CHRISTIANITY, 
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21s. 

AIDS TO THE STUDY OF GERMAN THEOLOGY. Second Edition, 
crown 8vo, 4s. 6d. 
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On ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. ‘Two vols. 8vo, 21s. 
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ON GALATIANS. 8vo, 10s. 6d. 
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EXPOSITION OF THE First EPISTLE OF JOHN. 8vo, 9s. 

Miller (Dr. Julius)—Tue CuristiAN DocTrINE oF SIN. An entirely 
New Translation from the Fifth German Edition. Two vols. 8yvo, 21s. 

Murphy (Professor)—A CriTICAL AND EXEGETICAL COMMENTARY ON 
THE Book oF PSALMS. 8vo, 12s. 

A CRITICAL AND EXEGETICAL COMMENTARY ON THE BooK OF 
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Neander (Dr.)—GENERAL HISTORY OF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION AND 
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Acts. Four vols. 8vo, £2, 2s. 

————. ON Romans. 8vo, 10s. 6d. 
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Owen (Dr. John)—Works. Best and only Complete Edition. Edited 
by Rev. Dr. GooLtp. Twenty-four vols. 8vo, Subscription price, £4, 4s. 

Philippi (Friedrich Adolf)—CoMMENTARY ON St. PAUL’s EPISTLE TO 
THE Romans. Translated from the Third Improved and Enlarged Edition, 
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Pressensé (Edward de)—THE REDEEMER: Discourses Translated from 
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Preuss (Dr.)—THE RomisH DoctRINE OF THE IMMACULATE CONCEP- 
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Rainy (Principal) — DELIVERY AND DEVELOPMENT OF CHRISTIAN 
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Riehm (Dr. E.)—MeEssIAnic PRopHEcy : Its Origin, Historical Charac- 
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Ritter (Carl)—THE CoMPARATIVE GEOGRAPHY OF PALESTINE AND THE 
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Schmid (C. F., D.D.)—BisticAL THEOLOGY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 
8vo, 10s. 6d. 

Scott (Jas., M.A., B.D.)—PRINCIPLES OF NEW TESTAMENT QUOTATION 
ESTABLISHED AND APPLIED TO BIBLICAL CRITICISM. Crown 8yvo, Second 
Edition, 4s. 

Shedd (W., D.D.)—A History or CHrIstIAN DocTRINE. Two vols. 
8vo, 21s. 

SERMONS TO THE NATURAL MAN. 8vo, 7s. 6d. 
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THE DOCTRINE OF THE ATONEMENT AS TAUGHT BY THE 
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Stevenson (Mrs.)—TuHE Sympotic PARABLES; or, The Church, the 
World, and the Antichrist : Being the Separate Predictions of the Apocalypse 
viewed in their relation to the General Truths of Scripture. Crown 8yvo, 5s. 
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Steward (Rev. G.)—MEDIATORIAL SOVEREIGNTY: The Mystery of Christ 
and the Revelation of the Old and New Testaments. Two vols. 8vo, 21s. 

THe ARGUMENT OF THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. A 
Posthumous Work. 8vo, 10s. 6d. 
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THE WorRDS OF THE RISEN SAVIOUR, AND COMMENTARY ON 
THE EpisTLE oF St. JAMES. 8vo, 10s. 6d. 

THE WORDS OF THE APOSTLES EXPOUNDED. 8vo, 10s. 6d. 

Thiersch (Dr. H. W. J.)—ON CHRISTIAN COMMONWEALTH. 8vo, 7s. 6d. 

Tholuck (Professor)—COMMENTARY ON THE GOSPEL OF ST. JOHN. |e 
8vo, 9s. 

EXPOSITION OF ST. PAUL’S EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. Two vols. 
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LIGHT FROM THE Cross: Sermons on the Passion of Our 
Lord. Third Edition, crown 8vo, 5s. 

COMMENTARY ON THE SERMON ON THE Mount. 8vo, 10s. 6d. 

Ullmann (Dr. Carl)—REFORMERS BEFORE THE REFORMATION, Princi- 
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THE SINLESSNESS OF JESUS: An Evidence for Christianity. 
Third Edition, crown 8vo, 6s. 

Urwick (W., M.A.)—Tue Servant or JEHovAH: A Commentary, 
Grammatical and Critical, upon Isaiah lii. 13-lii. 12 ; with Dissertations 
upon the Authorship of Isaiah xl.-Ixvi. 8vo, 6s. 

Vinet (Professor)—STUDIES ON BLAISE PascaL. Crown 8vo, 5s. 

PASTORAL THEOLOGY. Second Edition, post 8vo, 3s. 6d. 

Homitetics ; The Theory of Preaching. Second Edit., 8vo, 9s. 

White (Rev. M.)—Tuer SymponicaL NUMBERS OF SCRIPTURE. Crown 
8vo, 4s. 

Winer (Dr. G. B.)—A TREATISE ON THE GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTA- 
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Delitzsch’s Commentary on Epistle to the Hebrews. Vol. II. 

18 7 1—Delitzsch’s: Commentary on the Psalms, Three Volumes. 
Hengstenberg’s Kingdom of God under the Old Testament. Vol. I. 

187 2—Keil’s Commentary on the Books of Kings. One Volume. 
Keil’s Commentary on the Book of Daniel. One Volume. 
Keil’s Commentary on the Books of Chronicles. Qne Volume. 
Hengstenberg’s History of the Kingdom of God. Vol. TI. 

18 7 3—Keil’s Commentary on Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther. One Volume. 
Winevr’s Collection of the Confessions of Christendom. One Volume. 
Keil’s Commentary on Jeremiah. Vol. I. 
Martensen on Christian Ethics. 

18 7 4—Christlieb’s Modern Doubt and Christian Belief. One Vol. 
Keil’s Commentary on Jeremiah. Vol. II. 
Delitzsch’s Commentary on Proverbs. Vol. I. 
Oehler’s Biblical Theology of the Old Testament. Vol. I. 

18 7 5—Godet’s Commentary on St. Luke’s Gospel. Two Volumes. 
Oehler’s Biblical Theology of the Old Testament. Vol. II. 
Delitzsch’s Commentary on Proverbs. Vol. II. 

18 7 6— Keil’s Commentary on Ezekiel. Two Volumes. 
Luthardt’s Commentary on St. John’s Gospel. Vol. I. 
Godet’s Commentary on St. John’s Gospel. Vol. I. 

18 7 7—Delitzsch’s Commentary on Song of Solomon and Ecclesiastes. 
Godet’s Commentary on St. John’s Gospel. Vols. II. and III. 
Luthardt’s Commentary on St. John’s Gospel. Vol. II. 

18 7 8—Gebhardt’s Doctrine of the Apocalypse. 
Luthardt’s Commentary on St. John’s Gospel. Vol. III. 
Philippi’s Commentary on the Romans. Vol. I. 
Hagenbach’s History of the Reformation. Vol. it 

MESSRS. CLARK allow a SELECTION of Twenty Vo.LumEs (or more at the same 
ratio) from the various Series previous to the Volumes issued in 1875 (see next page), 

At the Subscription Price of Five Guineas. 
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CLARK’S FOREIGN THEOLOGICAL LIBRARY—Continued. 

The following are the works from which a Selection may be made (non-subscription 
prices within brackets) :— 

Dr. Hengstenberg.—Commentary on the Psalms. By E. W. HenesTensene, D.D., 
Professor of Theology in Berlin. In Three Vols. 8vo. (33s.) 

Dr. Gieseler.—Compendium of Ecclesiastical History. By J. C. L. GIesELER, 
D.D., Professor of Theology in Géttingen. Five Vols. 8vo. (£2, 12s. 6d.) 

Dr. Olshausen.—Biblical Commentary on the Gospels and Acts. Adapted especially 
for Preachers and Students. By HirmMann OutsnausEen, D.D., Professor of 
Theology in the University of Erlangen. In Four Vols. 8vo. (£2, 2s.)—Com- 
mentary on the Romans, In One Vol. 8vo. (10s. 6d.)—Commentary on St. 
Paul’s First and Second Epistles to the Corinthians. In One Vol. 8vo. (9s.) 
—Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistles to the Galatians, Ephesians, Colossians, 
and Thessalonians. One Vol. 8vo. (10s. 6d.)—Commentary on St. Paul’s 
Epistles to the Philippians, to Titus, and the First to Timothy. In con- 
tinuation of the Work of Olshausen. By Lic. August WieEsINGER. In 
One Vol. 8vo. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Neander.—General History of the Christian Religion and Church. By 
Avueustus Neanper, D.D. Translated from the Second and Improved Edition. 
Nine Vols. 8vo. (£3, 7s. 6d.) 

This is the only Edition in a Library size. 

Prof. H. A. Ch. Havernick.—General Introduction to the Old Testament. By 
Professor HAvernick. One Vol. 8vo. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Muller.—The Christian Doctrine of Sin. By Dr. Junius MUtirr. Two 
Vols. 8vo. (21s.) New Edition. 

Dr. Hengstenberg.—Christology of the Old Testament, and a Commentary on the 
Messianic Predictions, By E. W. HeNGsTenBERG, D.D. Four Vols. (£2, 2s.) 

Dr. M. Baumgarten.—The Acts of the Apostles; or, the History of the Church 
in the Apostolic Age. By M. BaumcGarren, Ph.D., and Professor in the 
University of Rostock. Three Vols. (£1, 7s.) 

Dr. Stier.—The Words of the Lord Jesus. By RupoutpH Stier, D.D., Chief 
Pastor and Superintendent of Schkeuditz. In Hight Vols. 8vo. (£4, 4s.) 

Dr. Carl Ullmann.—Reformers before the Reformation, principally in Germany 
and the Netherlands. Two Vols. 8vo. (£1, 1s.) 

Professor Kurtz.—History of the Old Covenant; or, Old Testament Dispensation. 
By Professor Kurtz of Dorpat. In Three Vols. (£1, 11s. 6d.) 

Dr. Stier.—The Words of the Risen Saviour, and Commentary on the Epistle of 
St. James. By Rupotry Stier, D.D. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Tholuck.—Commentary on the Gospel of St. John. By Professor 
TuHoLUuCK of Halle. In One Vol. (9s.) 

Professor Tholuck.—Commentary on the Sermon on the Mount. By Professor 
TuHotuck. In One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Hengstenberg.—On the Book of Ecclesiastes. To which are appended: Treatises 
on the Song of Solomon; the Book of Job; the Prophet Isaiah ; the Sacrifices of Holy 
Scripture ; and on the Jews and the Christian Church. In One Vol. 8vo. (9s.) 

Dr. Ebrard.—Commentary on the Epistles of St. John. By Dr. Joun H. A. 
ExrarpD, Professor of Theology. In One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Lange.—Theological and Homiletical Commentary on the Gospels of St. 
Matthew and Mark. By J. P. Lancr, D.D. Three Vols. (10s. 6d. each.) 

Dr. Dorner.—History of the Development of the Doctrine of the Person of Christ. 
By Dr. J. A. Dorner, Professor of Theology in the University of Berlin. 
Five Vols. (£2, 12s. 6d.) 

Lange and Dr. J. J. Van Oosterzee.—Theological and Homiletical Commentary on 
the Gospel of St. Luke. Two Vols. (18s.) 

Dr. Ebrard.—The Gospel History: A Compendium of Critical Investigations in 
support of the Historical Character of the Four Gospels. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

[See also next page. 
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CLARK’S FOREIGN THEOLOGICAL LIBRARY—Continued. 

Lange, Lechler, and Gerok.—Theological and Homiletical Commentary on the 
Acts of the Apostles, Edited by Dr. LAancr. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Dr. Hengstenberg.—Commentary on the Gospel of St. John. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Keil.—Biblical Commentary on the Pentateuch. Three Vols. (31s. 6d.) 

Professor Keil.—Commentary on Joshua, Judges, and Ruth. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Delitzsch.—A System of Biblical Psychology. One Vol. (12s.) 

Dr. C. A. Auberlen.—The Divine Revelation. 8vo. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Delitzsch.—Commentary on the Prophecies of Isaiah. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Keil. -Commentary on the Books of Samuel. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Delitzsch.Commentary on the Book of Job. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Bishop Martensen.—Christian Dogmatics. A Compendium of the Doctrines of 
Christianity. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. J. P. Lange.—Theological and Homiletical Commentary on the Gospel of St. 
John. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Minor Prophets. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Delitzsch.—Commentary on Epistle to the Hebrews. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Dr. Harless.—A System of Christian Ethics. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Hengstenberg.—Commentary on Ezekiel. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Stier.—The Words of the Apostles Expounded. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Keil.—Introduetion to the Old Testament. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Bleek.—Introduction to the New Testament. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Schmid.—New Testament Theology. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Delitzsch.— Commentary on the Psalms. Three Vols. (81s. 6d.) 
Dr. Hengstenberg.—History of the Kingdom of God under the Old Covenant. 

Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Books of Kings. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Book of Daniel. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Books of Chronicles. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Keil.—Commentary on Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Keil.—_Commentary on Jeremiah. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Winer (Dr. G. B.)—Collection of the Confessions of Christendom. One Vol. (10s.6d.) 

Bishop Martensen.—Christian Ethics. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Delitzsch.—Commentary on the Proverbs of Solomon. Vol. I. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Oehler.—Biblical Theology of the Old Testament. Vol. I. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Christlieb.— Modern Doubt and Christian Belief. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

And, in connection with the Series— 

Murphy’s Commentary on the Book of Psalms. 7'o count as Two Volumes. (12s.) 
Alexander’s Commentary on Isaiah. Two Volumes. (17s.) 
Ritter’s (Carl) Comparative Geography of Palestine. Four Volumes. (82s.) 
Shedd’s History of Christian Doctrine. Two Volumes. (2l1s.) 
Macdonald’s Introduction to the Pentateuch. Two Volumes. (21s.) 
Ackerman on the Christian Element in Plato. (7s. 6d.) 
Gerlach’s Commentary on the Pentateuch. 8vo. (10s. 6d.) 
Dr. Hengstenberg.—Dissertations on the Genuineness of Daniel, etc. One Vol. (12s.) 

The series, in 141 Volumes (including 1878), price £37, forms an Apparatus without 
which it may be truly said no Theological Library can be complete; and the Publishers 
take the liberty of suggesting that no more appropriate gift could be presented to a 
Clergyman than the Series, in whole or in part. 

** NO DUPLICATES can be included in the Selection of Twenty Volumes ; and it will save 
trouble and correspondence if it be distinctly understood that NO LESS number 
than Twenty can be supplied, unless at non-subscription price. 

Subscribers’ Names received by all Retail Booksellers. 
Lonnon: (For Works at Non-subscription price only) Hamitton, ADAmMs, & Co. 
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Ln Twenty-four Handsome 8vo Volumes, Subscription Price £6, 6s. od., 

Ante=Nicene Christian Library. 
A COLLECTION OF ALL THE WORKS OF THE FATHERS OF THE 

CHRISTIAN CHURCH PRIOR TO THE COUNCIL OF NICAA. 

EDITED EY THE 

REV. ALEXANDER ROBERTS, D.D., AND JAMES DONALDSON, LL.D. 

a CLARK are now happy to announce the completion of this Series. 
It has been received with marked approval by all sections of the 

Christian Church in this country and in the United States, as supplying what 
has long been felt to be a want, and also on account of the impartiality, learn- 
ing, and care with which Editors and Translators have executed a very difficult 
task. 

The Publishers do not bind themselves to continue to supply the Series at the 
Subscription price. 

The Works are arranged as follow :— 

FIRST YEAR. 
APOSTOLIC FATHERS, comprising 

Clement’s Epistles to the Corinthians ; 
Polycarp to the Ephesians; Martyr- 
dom of Polycarp; Epistle of Barnabas; 
Epistles of Ignatius(longerand shorter, 
and also the Syriac version); Martyr- 
dom of Ignatius; Epistleto Diognetus ; 
Pastor of Hermas; Papias; Spurious 
Epistles of Ignatius. In One Volume. 

JUSTIN MARTYR; ATHENAGORAS. 
In One Volume. 

TATIAN; THEOPHILUS; THE CLE- 
mentine Recognitions. In One Volume. 

CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA, Volume 
First, comprising Exhortation to Hea- 
then; The Instructor; and a portion 
of the Miscellanies. 

SECOND YEAR. 

HIPPOLYTUS, Volume First; Refutation 
of all Heresies, and Fragments from 
his Commentaries. 

IREN AUS, Volume First. 
TERTULLIAN AGAINST MARCION. 
CYPRIAN, Volume First; the Epistles, 

and some of the Treatises. 

THIRD YEAR. 

IREN AUS (completion); HIPPOLYTUS 
(completion); Fragments of Third 
Century. In One Volume. 

ORIGEN: De Principiis; Letters; and 
portion of Treatise against Celsus. 

CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA, Volume 
Second; Completion of Miscellanies. 

TERTULLIAN, Volume First; To the 
Martyrs; Apology; To the Nations, 
etc. 

FOURTH YEAR. 

CYPRIAN, Volume Second (completion) ; 
Novatian; Minucius Felix; Fragments. 

METHODIUS; ALEXANDER OF LY- 
copolis; Peter of Alexandria; Anato- 
lius; Clement on Virginity; and 
Fragments. 

TERTULLIAN, Volume Second. 
APOCRYPHAL GOSPELS, ACTS, AND 

Revelations ; comprising all the very 
curious Apocryphal Writings of the 
first three Centuries. 

FIFTH YEAR. 

TERTULLIAN, Volume Third (comple- 
tion). 

CLEMENTINE HOMILIES; APOSTO- 
lical Constitutions. In One Volume. 

ARNOBIUS. 
DIONYSIUS; GREGORY THAUMA- 

turgus; Syrian Fragments. In One 
Volume. 

SIXTH YEAR. 

LACTANTIUS; Two Volumes. 
ORIGEN, Volume Second (completion). 

12s. to Non-Subscribers. 
EARLY LITURGIES AND REMAIN- 

ing Fragments. 9s. to Non-Subseri- 
bers. 

Single Years cannot be had separately, unless to complete sets; but any Volume 
may be had separately, price 10s. 6d.,—with the exception of OxicEN, Vol. II., 12s. ; 
and the Harty Lirourerss, 9s. 
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The Corks of St. Augustine. 
EDITED BY MARCUS DODS, D.D. 

LL ~~ 

SU Bs CRIP TLON: 

Four Volumes for a Guinea, payable in advance (24s. when not paid 
in advance). 

eee —~ 

FIRST YEAR. THIRD YEAR. 

THE ‘CITY OF GOD.’ Two Volumes. eae ON JOHN. Two 

WRITINGS IN CONNECTION WITH cape 
the Donatist Controversy. In One ON CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE, En- 
Volume: CHIRIDION, ON CATECHIZING, and ON 

THE ANTLPELAGIAN WORKS OF FAITH AND THE CREED. One Volume. 

St. Augustine. Vol. I. THE ANTI-PELAGIAN WORKS OF 
St. Augustine. Vol. II. 

SECOND YEAR. FOU RT Hy YE Ake 

‘LETTERS.’ Vol. I. ‘LETTERS.’ Vol. II. 

TREATISES AGAINST FAUSTUS | ‘CONFESSIONS.’ With Copious Notes 
the Manichwan. One Volume. by Rev. J. G. PILKINGTON, 

THE HARMONY OF THE EVAN- | ANTI-PELAGIAN WRITINGS. Vol. 
gelists, and the Sermon on the Mount. Ill. 

One Volume. LIFE. By Princreau Rary. 
ON THE TRINITY. One Volume. [In preparation. 

Messrs. CLARK believe this will prove not the least valuable of their various 
Series. Every care has been taken to secure not only accuracy, but elegance. 

It is understood that Subscribers are bound to take at least the books of the 
first two years. Each volume is sold separately at (on an average) 10s. 6d. 

‘For the reproduction of the “City of God” in an admirable English garb we are 
greatly indebted to the well-directed enterprise and energy of Messrs. Clark, and to the 
accuracy and scholarship of those who have undertaken the laborious task of translation.’ 
—Christian Observer. 

‘The present translation reads smoothly and pleasantly, and we have every reason to 
be satisfied both with the erudition and the fair and sound judgment displayed by the 
translators and the editor..—John Bull. 

SELECTION FROM 

ANTE-NICENE LIBRA 
AND 

ST. AUGUSTINE'S WORKS: 

MHE Ante-Nicene Library being now completed in 24 volumes, and the 
St. Augustine Series being also complete (with the exception of the ‘ LIFE’) 

in 16 volumes, Messrs. CLARK will, as in the case of the Foreign Theological 
Library, give a Selection of 20 Volumes from both of those series at the Sub- 
scription Price of Five Guineas (or a larger number at same proportion). 
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‘Lange’s comprehensive and elaborate “Bibelwerk.” ... We hail its publication as a 
valuable addition to the stores of our Biblical literature.’—Ldinburgh Review. 

Tee IN Godt, 

COMMENTARIES ON THE OLD AND NEW TESTAMENTS. 

Edited by Dr. PHILIP SCHAFF. 

There are now ready (in imperial 8vo, double columns), price 21s. per 
Volume, 

OLD TESTAMENT, Fourteen Volumes: 

Tue Book or GENEsis. One Volume. 
Exopus AND Leviticus. One Volume. 

NUMBERS AND DEUTERONOMY. One Volume. (.Shor¢y.) 
JosHuA, JUDGES, AND RutTH. One Volume. 
THE Books OF SAMUEL. One Volume. 
THE Books oF Kincs. One Volume. 

CHRONICLES, Ezra, NEHEMIAH, AND ESTHER. One Volume. 
THE Book oF Jos. One Volume. 
THE Psatms. One Volume. 

PROVERBS, ECCLESIASTES, AND THE SONG OF SOLOMON. One Volume. 
IsataH. One Volume. (Shori/y.) | 
JEREMIAH AND LAMENTATIONS. One Volume. 
EZEKIEL AND DANIEL. One Volume. 
MINOR PROPHETS. One Volume. 

NEW TESTAMENT, Ten Volumes: 

THE GOSPEL OF ST. MATTHEW. 
THE GOSPELS OF ST. MARK AND St. LUKE. 
THE GOSPEL OF ST. JOHN. 
THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. 
THE EPISTLE OF ST. PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 
THE EPISTLES OF ST. PAUL TO THE CORINTHIANS. 

THE EPISTLES OF ST. PAUL TO THE GALATIANS, EPHESIANS, PHILIP- 
PIANS, AND COLOSSIANS. 

THE EPISTLES TO THE THESSALONIANS, TIMOTHY, TITUS, PHILEMON, 
AND HEBREWS. 

THE EPISTLES OF JAMES, PETER, JOHN, AND JUDE. 
THE Book OF REVELATION. 

The price to Subscribers to the Foreign Theological Library, St. Augustine’s 
Works, and Meyer’s Commentary on the New Testament, or to Purchasers 
of Complete Sets of either the Old or New Testament Commentary will be 

FIFTEEN SHILLINGS PER VOLUME. 

Dr. LANGE’s Commentary on the Gospels and Acts (without Dr. ScHarr’s 
Notes) is also published in the Foreign THEOLOGICAL Library, in Nine Volumes 
demy 8vo, and may be had in that form if desired. (For particulars, see List 
of Foreign Theological Library.) 
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! MEY ERS 

Commentary on the New Testament. 
‘Meyer has been long and well known to scholars as one of the very ablest of the German 

expositors of the New Testament. We are not sure whether we ought not to say that he is | 
unrivalled as an interpreter of the grammatical and historical meaning of the sacred 
writers. The publishers have now rendered another seasonable and important service to 
English students in producing this translation.’—Guardian. 

The Subscription is 21s. for Four Volumes, Demy 8vo, payable in advance. 

Each Volume will be sold separately at (on an average) 10s. 6d. to Non-Subscribers. 

CRITICAL AND EXEGETICAL 

COMMENTARY ON THE NEW TESTAMENT, 
Eire. Tele AL VAS IVE yeas ee 

OBERCONSISTORIALRATH, HANNOVER. 

In order to secure perfect accuracy, the Publishers have placed the whole 

work under the editorial care of Rev. Dr. Dickson, Professor of Divinity in the 

University of Glasgow, and Rev. Dr. Cromsi£, Professor of Biblical Criticism, 

St. Mary’s College, St. Andrews. 

The First Three Years comprise the following works :—- 

1st Year—Romans, Two Volumes. 
Galatians, One Volume. 
St. John’s Gospel, Vol. I. 

2a Year—St. John’s Gospel, Vol. II. 
Philippians and Colossians, One Volume. 
Acts of the Apostles, Vol. I. 
Corinthians, Vol. I. 

8d Year—Acts of the Apostles, Vol. IT. 
: St. Matthew’s Gospel, Two Vols. (Vol. II. shortly.) 

Corinthians, Vol. Il. (Shortly.) 

‘T need hardly add that the last edition of the accurate, perspicuous, and learned com- 
meutary of Dr. Meyer has been most carefully consulted throughout; and I must again, 
as in the preface to the Galatians, avow my great obligations to the acumen and scholar- 
ship of the learned editor..—Bisuop Exiicorr in Preface to his ‘Commentary on Ephesians.’ 

‘The ablest grammatical eregete of the age.—Puitip Scuarr, D.D. 

‘In accuracy of scholarship and freedom from prejudice, he is equalled by few.’— 
Literary Churchman. 

‘We have only to repeat that it remains, of its own kind, the very best Commentary 
of the New Testament which we possess.’— Church Bvlls. 

‘No exeyetical work is on the whole more valuable, or stands in higher public esteem. 
As acritic he is candid and cautious; exact to minuteness in philology; a master of the 
grammatical and historical method of interpretation.’—Princeton Review. 

Intending Subscribers will be kind enough to send their orders either 
direct to the Publishers at 38 George Street, Edinburgh, or through their 
own Booksellers. 
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